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SUPKEME  COURT. 

Punt  Phelps  et  al.  agt.  Geobge  W.  Wood  et  a/., 

impleaded,  &c. 

In  an  action  in  eqwUy  for  an  accounting  between  cotenants,  where  the 
complaint  asks  for  relief,  and  the  referee  on  the  trial  finds  and  orders 
judgment  for  the  plaintiffs  and  certain  of  the  defendants  for  the  respec- 
tlTe  sums  due  each,  but  without  deciding  anything  respecting  the  cosU 
of  the  action,  the  plaintiffs  on  entering  judgment  are  not  entitled  to 
enter  it  wWt  coits. 

Costs  in  such  actions  are  in  the  discretion  of  the  referee,  and  where  he  has 
not  awarded  costs  the  plaintiffs  are  not  authorized  to  tax  and  enter  them 
in  the  judgment 

SerJcimer  Special  Term^  September^  1873. 

Motion  to  set  aside  so  much  of  the  judgment  entered  as 
awards  costs  to  the  plaintiff,  entered  without  any  application 
to  the  court,  and  without  any  direction  by  the  court  or  referee 
in  regard  to  costs,  and  without  notice  of  taxation. 

This  action  was  brought  by  Pliny  Phelps  and  others,  plain- 
1iflE3,  against  George  W.  Wood  and  others,  defendants,  claim- 
ing that  plaintiffs  and  defendants,  except  defendant  Wood, 
as  heirs-at-law  and  next  of  kin  of  one  Benjamin  Phelps, 
deceased,  were  tenants  in  common  with  defendant  Wood  in 
a  house  and  lot  in  Camden  village ;  and  that  said  defendant 
Wood  had  received  the  rents  of  said  premises,  and  they  (said , 
plaintiffs  and  said  other  defendants)  were  entitled  to  one-half 
of  said  rents. 
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The  relief  sought  by  this  action  was  that  defendant  Wood 
account  with  plaintififs  and  said  other  defendants,  and  pay 
over  to  them  their  shares  of  such  rents. 

The  defendant  Wood  made  answer,  and  the  cause  was 
referred  to  and  tried  before  John  F.  Seymour,  referee,  who 
made  his  report,  by  which  he  found  an  amount  due  to  each 
of  said  plaintiffs  and  said  other  defendants,  from  defendant 
Wood,  the  aggregate  of  which  is  $125.50 ;  and,  as  matters  of 
law,  found  that  said  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  receive  and 
recover  of  defendant  Wood  the  sum  of  twenty-five  dollars 
and  ten  cents  each,  and  said  other  defendants  four  dollars  and 
eighteen  cents  each ;  but  said  referee  did  not,  by  his  report, 
find  or  decide  that  said  plamtiffs  or  any  other  party  should 
recover  costs  in  said  suit. 

Afterwards,  and  on  the  12th  day  of  April,  1878^  Messrs. 
Adams  &  Swan,  claiming  to  act  as  plaintifib'  attorneys,  with- 
out any  notice  of  application  for  judgment  or  any  notice  of 
taxation  or  adjustment  of  costs,  Entered  a  judgment  upon 
said  report,  requiring  said  defendant  Wood  to  pay  said  other 
defendants  said  sum  of  four  dollars  and  eighteen  cents  ^ch, 
and  to  said  plaintiff  said  sum  of  twenty-five  dollars  and 
ten  cents  each,  aggregating  the  sum  of  $125.50;  and,  also, 
that  said  plaintiffs  recover  of  said  defendant  Wood  the  sum 
of  $167.03,  plaintiflfe'  costs. 

Defendant  Wood,  by  this  his  motion,  seeks  to  set  aside  said 
judgment  upon  the  grounds, 

1st.  That  no  notice  of  taxation  of  said  costs  was  ever  served 
upon  his  attorney ;  and, 

2d.  That  this  suit  being  in  equity,  and  costs  in  the  discre- 
tion of  the  court,  and  no  costs  being  allowed  or  given  plain- 
tiffs by  said  referee's  report,  plaintiffs  were  not  entitled  to 
recover  costs. 

George  K.  Cakroll,  attorney  for  defendant  Wood, 

I.  Defendant  Wood  having  duly  appeared  and  answered, 
was  entitled  to  notice  of  all  proceedings,  including  notice  of 
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taxation  of  costs,  aud  plaintiffs  having  omitted  to  give  such 
notice,  the  judgment  is  irregular  aud  will  be  set  aside  on 
motion  {EUon  agt.  N.  Y.  EguUahle  Ins.  Co.,,  2  Code  -ff., 
30;  2  Sandford,  654;  4  id.,  684;  7  How.,  490;  2  Code  R., 
49 ;  1  id.,  54). 

Or,  if  the  judgment  should  be  allowed  to  stand,  there  must 
be  a  retaxation  and  readjustment  at  the  expense  of  the  plain- 
tiflfe,  who  should  have  given  notice  (4  Sand.,  684 ;  3  Sow., 
413;  20  id.,  215;  16  5arJ.,  658;  IT  AU.Il.,ST;  9  Eow., 
262 ;  18  Ahb.,  14). 

n.  This  was  an  equity  suit ;  and  the  granting  of  costs  to 
the  prevailing  party  was  in  the  discretion  of  the  court ;  and 
DO  costs  having  been  allowed  by  the  court  to  the  plaintiffs, 
costs  were  irregularly  and  improperly  inserted  in  the  judg- 
ment against  the  defendant  Wood  in  favor  of  plaintiffs. 

This  was  not  one  of  the  actions  enumerated  in  section  304 
of  the  Code,  in  which  plaintiff  is  entided  to  recover  costs  as 
of  course ;  but,  under  section  306,  the  costs  were  in  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  court. 

The  right  to  give  or  withhold  costs  rests  in  the  discretion 
of  the  court  {Staiger  a^.  Shtdtz,  3  Keyes,  614);  and  the 
question  of  granting  or  withholding  costs  was  properly  in  the 
discretion  of  the  referee  (Plait  agt.  Styles,  17  Sow.,  211) ; 
and  the  referee's  report  not  having  granted  costs  to  plain- 
tiffs, costs  were  improperly  included  in  the  judgment  entered 
in  this  action. 

The  judgment  should  be  set  aside,  with  costs  of  motion  to 
defendant,  Wood. 

J.  R.  Swan,  Jr.,  attorney  for  plaint^s. 

This  was  an  action  brought  under  the  provisions  of  section 
9,  page  39,  3d  Revised  Statutes,  5th  ed.,  that  ^^  one  joint  ten- 
ant or  tenant  in  common  may  maintain  an  action  of  account, 
or  for  money  had  and  received,  against  his  cotenants,  for 
receiving  more  than  his  just  proportion. 
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I.  The  plaintiflfe,  having  recovered  more  than  fifty  dollars,  ^ 
are  entitled  to  costs,  as  a  matter  of  course. 

The  defendants'  counsel  seems  under  the  impression  that  an 
*' action  of  account"  and  a  "suit  for  accounting''  are  the 
same  thing,  which  is  an  error. 

An  ^^  action  of  account"  is  an  action  for  mon^s  had  and 
received  upon  the  law  side  of  the  court. 

Such  an  action  will  lie  against  a  receiver  for  money  had 
and  received ;  also  it  will  lie  against  a  sherifi^  for  money  had 
and  received ;  also  it  will  lie  against  a  bailifif  for  money  had 
and  received  {See  forma  of  declarations  in  JBumphret/'s 
Precedents^  for  cm  action  of  account  by  one  claimant  against 
another,  pp.  183  to  192). 

It  is  an  action  for  money,  not  a  suit  for  relief. 

{a.)  The  act  was  passed  giving  this  remedy  to  cotenants 
prior  to  1813,  when  there  was  a  distinction  made  between 
actions  at  law  and  suits  in  equity,  and  the  words  in  the  law  an 
'^^  action  of  account,"  L  «.,  an  action  on  the  law  side  of  the  court. 

(5.)  If  an  action  was  brought  against  a  receiver  to  account 
for  moneys  had  and  received,  or  against  a  sheriff  or  bailiff, 
oould  any  question  be  raised  thai  it  was  not  an  action  for 
money  ? 

(c.)  As  to  the  nature  and  law  of  "  actions  of  account,"  see 
Hwfnphrey* s  PrecederUSy  183  and  184 ;  3  HiliPs  -2.,  59 ;  RoU. 
Ahr.y  116 ;  3  Chitty,  383 ;  Bacon^s  Ahr.j  Account ;  3  Taunt.y 
431 ;  19  Wend.y  121. 

{d,)  The  Code  provides,  section  304,  costs  shall  be  allowed, 
of  course,  to  the  plaintiff  upon  a  recovery  in  the  following 
cases.  *  *  *  4.  In  an  action  for  the  recovery  of  money 
where  the  plaintiff  shall  recover  fifty  dollars. 

(e.)  The  only  relief  or  judgment  the  court  can  give  upon  an 
"  action  of  account "  is  a  judgment  for  money.  Humphrey's 
Precedents  has  the  following  form :  "  Therefore,  it  is  consid- 
ered that  the  said  defendant  recover  against  the  said  plaintiff 

the  sum  or  balance  of dollars  and cent^,  and  also  the 

costs,  as  in  common  cases  of  judgment  final  for  defendant." 
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U.  There  is  no  motion  here  made  for  a  retaxation  of 
costs. 

Habdin,  e/l  The  snmmons  in  this  action  asks  for  relief. 
The  complaint  states  the  respective  estates  of  the  respective 
parties  in  the  premises  described  in  the  complaint,  and  asks 
in  its  prayer  for  a  recovery  by  the  "  plaintifis,  and  aU  other 
persons  who  are  tenants  in  common  with  defendant,  "Wood, 
in  the  proportions  to  which  they  are  respectively  entitled, 
and  of  the  money  and  property  received  by  Wood  as  the 
rents,  issnes  and  profits  of  said  premises  and  interest^ thereon, 
*  *  *  amd  for  such  other  or  further  rdief  as  to  this 
court  may  seem  meet,  and  that  said  defendant,  Wood,  be 
adjudged  to  pay  the  costs  of  this  action." 

The  referee  finds  the  sum  of  money  secured  by  the  defend- 
ant Wood,  and  then  states  the  respective  interests  of  the  par- 
ties, as  well  plaintiffs  as  well  as  some  of  the  defendants 
therein,  and  orders  judgment  accordingly. 

Tlie  learned  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  insists  that  the  plain- 
tiffs are  entitled  to  recover  costs  as  of  course  in  virtue  of  sec- 
tion 304  of  the  Code,  and  quotes  subdivision  4  thereof  in 
respect  to  "  actions  for  the  recovery  of  money." 

In  Buchanan  agt.  MorreU  (13  Sovo,y  299),  it  was  said  that 
the  nature  of'  the  action  is  •  to  be  determined  by  the  allega- 
tions of  the  complaint  and  the  relief  it  prays  for  {See  §  276  ; 
Dams  agt.  Lahdergtony  56  Ba/rb,^  480). 

By  the  Code,  the  distinction  between  legal  and  equitable 
remedies  is  abolished,  and  a  uniform  course  of  proceeding 
established.  See  preamble  of  the  Code  of  1848,  and  section 
1  of  said  act,  and  if  a  party  entitles  himself  to  any  remedy, 
either  legal  or  equitable,  his  complaint  is  not  to  be  dismissed 
because  he  has  prayed  for  a  judgment  to  which  he  is  not 
entitled  {Emery  agt.  PeOBe^  20  N.  F.,  62 ;  30  BoA^b,,  9 ;  40 

N.  r:,  604), 

The  amount  due  in  this  case  to  each  tenant  or  cotenant 
with  Wood  is  a  debt  due  severally  to  such  tenant,  not  a 


6  NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 

Phelps  agt.  Wood. 

joint  debt  or  demand.  If  this  action  be  not  r^arded  as  an 
action  for  an  accounting,  and  an  action  in  equity,  how  can  a 
judgment  be  upheld  which  awards  to  the  several  cotenants 
their  several  and  respective  rights  {Hall  agt.  fishery  20 
Barh.,  466,  467)  ? 

But  the  plaintiffs'  counsel  asserts  that  the  old  action  ^^  of 
account  as  for  money  had  and  received  "  is  given  by  the 
ninth  section  of  the  Bevised  Statutes,  third  volume,  fifth 
edition,  page  39. 

True,  that  statute  authorizes  an  action  for  money  had  and 
received  by  a  tenant  in  common  against  his  cotenant  to  render 
his  just  proportion,  but  the  Code  controls  as  to  the  form  of 
action;  besides,  the  complaint  in  this  action  with  its  prayer 
comes  short  of  the  old  action  "  of  accoimt." 

The  history  of  that  action  is  given  McNa/ry  agt.  Romson 
(3  HUly  60).  Bbonson,  J.,  in  that  case,  declares  the  remedy 
obsolete.  There  is  less  need  for  that  form  of  action  now  that 
legal  and  equitable  remedies  are  blended  and  may  be  had  in 
the  same  court. 

Assuming,  therefore,  that  this  action  was  not  solely  and 
specially  an  action  for  the  recovery  of  money,  and  that  it 
must  be  classed  as  an  equity  action  in  order  to  give  effect  to 
the  scope  of  the  complaint  and  its  prayer,  the  conclusion  fol- 
lows that  the  costs  were  within  the  discretion  of  the  referee, 
and  inasmuch  as  he  has  not  awarded  costs  the  plaintiffs  were 
not  authorized  to  tax  and  enter  them  in  the  judgment 
{Stcdger  agt.  ShvitZy  3  KeyeSy  614;  PrM  agt.  StyleSy  17 
How.y  211 ;  Codey  %  306). 

The  motion  must  be  granted  without  costs,  as  the  question 
is  novel,  and  without  prejudice  to  the  rights  of  the  plaintiffs 
to  move  for  directions  to  the  referee  to  pass  upon  the  ques- 
tion of  costs. 

The  defendant  upon  serving  a  copy  of  this  opinion  and  a 
proposed  order  may  have  the  order  settled  upon  two  days' 
notice. 
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K  T.  SUPERIOR  COURT. 

Lsr  THE  Mattes  op  the  Applioatioh  op  John  Nobton  por  a 
Wbtt  op  Pbohibition  agt  Joseph  Dowling  et  al. 

Writ  of  prohibition  may  issae  out  of  the  superior  court  of  the  city  of  New 
York  to  i-estrain  an  inferior  court. 

The  convention  or  board  of  police  justices  of  New  York,  organized  under 
the  act  of  1860,  in  appointing  and  removing  clerks,  does  not  act  as  a 
court  to  be  restrained,  nor  their  proceedings  reviewed  by  writ  of  prohi- 
bition. 

Special  Termy  September ^  1873. 

Yan  Vobst,  J. — ^By  the  act  of  the  legislature,  passed  April 
17, 1860,  entitled  "  An  act  in  relation  to  police  and  courts  in 
the  city  of  New  York,"  provision  is  made,  among  other 
things,  for  the  organization  of  the  police  justices  in  conven- 
tion ;  the  convevtion  to  be  known  as  "  the  Board  of  Police 
Justices  of  the  City  of  New  York." 

By  the  act  various  duties  were  cast  upon  the  board  with 
respect  to  the  preparation  and  preservation  of  statistics  of  the 
various  police  courts,  and  of  filing  and  preserving  such  reso- 
lutions as  they  might  from  time  to  time  approve  for  the 
better  maintenance  of  morals  and  order  in  the  city. 

By  section  28  of  the  act  it  is  provided  that  any  clerk  men- 
tioned in  the  act,  except  the  clerk  of  the  court  of  special  ses- 
sions, may  be  removed,  for  cause,  by  said  board  of  police  jus- 
tices ;  but  that  no  such  removal  shall  be  made  without  the 
concurrence  of  six  members  of  said  board,  and  on  complaint 
of  the  justice  or  justices  who  appointed  such  clerk,  nor  until 
such  clerk  shall  have  had  an  opportunity  to  be  heard  in  his 
defense. 
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The  papers  show  that,  on  the  21st  of  August,  1873,  at  a 
meeting  of  the  board  of  police  justices,  at  which  six  of  the 
justices  (teing  a  majority  of  the  board)  were  present,  justice 
Cox  presented  certain  specifications  charging  assistant  clerk 
John  Norton,  of  the  second  district  police  court,  with  neg 
lect  of  duty ;  the  specification  being  that  from  July  lfl870, 
to  July  31,  1873,  Norton,  without  permission  or  authority, 
absented  himself  from  the  court  continuously,  and  failed  and 
neglected  to  perform  the  duties  assigned  to  him  as  such 
clerk. 

It  was  ordered  by  the  board  that  their  clerk  serve  a  copy 

of  the  charges  on  Norton,  with  notice  that  the  board  would 
meet  on  Tuesday,  August  26,  1873,  at  one  o'clock  p.  m.,  to 

hear  any  defense  that  Norton  might  make  to  the  charge. 

The  board  then  adjourned  until  August  26,  at  one  o'clock. 
On  the  26th  of  August  the  board  again  assembed,  all  the 
justices  being  present  except  justice  Bixbt. 

Norton  appeared  with  his  counsel  in  obedience  to  the  noti- 
fication, and  interposed  a  preliminary  objection  to  proceeding, 
on  the  ground  that  all  the  police  justices  were  not  present. 
At  the  request  of  the  counsel  of  Norton  the  proceedings 
were  laid  over  until  the  next  meeting.  At  the  next  meeting 
of  the  board,  held  on  the  second  of  September,  all  the  justices 
were  present,  and  the  minutes  of  the  preceding  meeting  were 
approved ;  but  nothing  was  done  in  the  investigation  of  the 
charges ;  Norton  having,  in  the  interim,  since  the  last  meet- 
ing, applied  for  and  obtained  from  this  court  a  writ  of  pro- 
hibition, restraining  the  justices  from  any  further  proceeding 
in  the  matter,  together  with  an  order  to  show  cause  why  the 
restraint  should  not  be  absolute.  The  process  was  directed 
to  all  the  justices  composing  the  board,  except  justice  Bixby, 
and  was  served  upon  them  on  the  second  of  September,  and 
restrained  the  action  of  the  board  in  the  premises. 

On  the  return  day  of  the  order  to  show  cause,  it  was 
objected  by  the  counsel  for  the  board  that  this  court  was  not 
authorized  to  issue  a  writ  of  prohibition ;  that  such  process 
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oonld  only  proceed  from  the  supreme  court.  By  the  act  of 
the  legislature  of  April  17,  1873,  it  was  declared  that  the 
superioi"  court  of  the  city  of  New  York  "  has  henceforth  ori- 
ginal jurisdiction,  at  law  and  in  equity,  concurrent  and  coex- 
tensive with  the  supreme  court,  of  all  civil  actions  and  of  aU 
speciah proceedings  of  a  civil  nature." 

This  would  include  authority  to  issue  a  writ  of  prohibition 
in  a  proper  case ;  but  I  am  of  opinion  that  neither  the  board 
of  police  justices  nor  its  members  may  be  restrained  by  writ 
of  prohibition  from  the  performance  of  duties  imposed  by  law. 

It  may  well  be  questioned  whether  "  the  Board  of  Police 
Justices  "  acts  as  a  eourt  in  the  discharge  of  the  special  duties 
imposed  upon  it  by  the  act  of  the  legislature  of  1860,  above 
referred  to. 

The  writ  of  prohibition,  issuing  out  of  a  superior  court,  is 
directed  to  the  judges  of  an  inferior  court,  or  the  parties  to  a 
suit  therein,  or  both  conjointly ;  the  object  of  the  writ  being 
the  keeping  of  the  court  to  which  it  is  directed  within  its 
proper  jurisdiction,  or  to  repress  the  assumption  of  authority 
by  any  pretended  court  {Broome^s  Comm.  an  the  Common 
Law^p.  232,  and  cases  cited). 

By  the  Kevised  Statutes  of  this  state  it  is  provided  that 
the  writ  of  prohibition  shall  command  the  courts  or  pa/rty  to 
whom  it  shall  be  directed,  to  desist  and  refrain  from  any 
further  proceedings  {Statutes  at  Large^  vol.  2,  j?.  609). 

The  party  referred  to  in  the  statute  is  the  person  who  is 
acting  adversely  to  the  applicant  for  the  writ  in  the  infwior 
court  In  The  People  agt.  Supervisors  of  Queens  (1  jBJK, 
201)  it  is  stated  that  "  the  writ  of  prohibition  is  directed  to  a 
court  in  which  some  action  or  legal  proceeding  is  pending, 
and  to  the  party  who  prosecutes  the  suit." 

The  "  convention  "  or  board  of  police  justices,  in  collecting 
and  preserving  statistics,  in  passing  rbsolutions  for  the  good 
order  of  the  city,  and  in  appointing  and  removing  clerks, 
does  not  act  as  a  court,  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute,  to 
be  restrained  by  writ  of  prohibition. 
Vol.  XLVI.  2 
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Kindred  duties  are  often  cast  by  law  upon  individuals  and 
boards  having  no  connection  with  courts  established  for  the 
administration  of  justice.  But  in  any  event  it  is  evident 
that,  in  proceeding  against  Norton,  the  board  is  clearly  acting 
within  its  jurisdiction,  and  the  scope  of  duties  imposed  upon 
it  by  the  act  of  the  legislature  in  question. 

It  is  objected,  however,  by  the  applicant  that  it  does  not 
appear  that  all  the  justices  were  notified  of  the  meeting  at 
which  the  charges  and  specifications  were  to  be  considered. 
That  all  the  members  should  be  present  or  notified  to  be 
present. 

It  does  not  appear  but  that  the  member  absent  from  the 
meeting  of  August  26  had  been  notified  to  attend.  This,  as 
appears  by  tiiie  minutes,  was  a  meeting  regularly  adjourned 
from  the  previous  meeting  of  August  21.  The  time  for  this 
hearing  had  been  fixed  by  the  previous  meeting  of  the  board, 
and  was  a  matter  of  record  within  the  reach  of  all  the  mem- 
bers. All  the  members  would  be  presumed  to  have  notice 
of  the  regular  meetings  of  the  board,  especially  when  so  for- 
mally appointed,  and  it  would  be  their  duty  to  attend. 

To  rebut  this  presumption  affirmative  evidence  should 
have  been  given.  Under  such  circumstances  the  absence  of 
one  member  would  not  prevent  the  others  from  acting.  But 
on  the  day  named  for  the  actual  hearing  of  the  matter,  the 
second  September,  when  the  writ  of  prohibition  was  served, 
all  the  members,  as  appears  by  the  minutes,  were  assembled. 

In  no  event,  therefore,  is  this  a  proper  case  for  the  inter- 
vention of  this  court,  through  the  restraining  power  of  its 
writ  of  prohibition ;  nor  can  the  applicant  be  removed  with- 
out the  concurrence  of  six  members  of  the  board. 

The  board  having  jurisdiction  of  the  subject-matter,  errors 
in  the  proceedings,  if  any,  are  subject  to  review  ,by  another 
remedy. 

The  board  of  police  justices  are  authorized  to  proceed  in 
the  matter  in  question,  and  a  writ  of  consultation  is  awarded. 
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SUPREME  COUKT. 
Eta  Sohell  agt.  Isaac  Plukb  et  al..  Executors,  &c. 

In  an  action  to  recover  damages  for  the  breach  of  a  contract  to  support  the 
plainti£f  during  her  life,  proapeetine  damages  may  be  allowed,  and  the 
introduction  as  evidence  of  the  Northampton  tables,  to  show  the  proba- 
bilities of  the  plaintiff's  life,  is  proper  on  that  point 

It  is  proper  to  show  that  a  witness  has  made  a  statement  inconsistent  and 
irreconcilable  with  the  facU  to  which  he  has  teit^fied.  And  if  he  denies 
that  he  has  made  any  such  statement,  then  to  show  that  he  has.  And  it 
is  immaterial  whether  it  be  a  statement  of  fact  or  the  expression  of  an 
opinion,  if  it  be  adverse  to  his  testimony. 

I%ird  DepoArimenty  Alhcmy  OeneroU  Term^  Ma/rohj  1873. 

Before  Miller,  Daniels  arid  Danfobth,  JJ. 

AcnoN  for  damages  for  breach  of  contract  to  support  plain- 
tiff during  life  by  defendants'  testator. 

The  contract  was  made  in  Germany,  in  1856,  and  was  oral. 
The  terms  were  that  the  plaintiff  should  pay  over  to  the 
defendants'  testator  what  money  she  then  had,  about  $300, 
German  money,  and  what  she  might  thereafter  earn  over 
and  above  the  supply  of  her  wants,  and  he  should  provide 
her  a  home  and  maintenance  during  her  life.  The  breach 
alleged  is  the  turning  away  of  the  plaintiff  about  the  year 
1870,  but  is  proved  to  have  occurred  in  the  spring  of  1869. 

Peter  Thomas,  the  defendants'  testator,  died  February  4, 
1870,  and  letters  testamentary  were  issued  to  the  defendants 
March  14,  1870. 

The  complaint  alleges  the  making  of  contract,  performance 
by  the  plaintiff,  breach  by  the  testator,  death  of  the  testator 
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and  appointment  of  the  defendants  as  his  personal  representa- 
tives, and  asks  judgment  for  $2,000  and  costs. 

The  answer  denies  the  making  of  the  alleged  contract,  and 
alleges  a  willingness  on  the  part  of  the  defendants'  testator  tc 
support  the  plaintiff,  and  that  plaintiff  left  of  her  own  accord, 
and  also  that  her  conduct  was  bad. 

Trial  before  Mr.  justice  Mubbay  and  a  jury,  at  the  Che- 
nango circuit,  held  May  80th,  1872,  and  a  verdict  rendered 
for  plaintiff  for  $1,000. 

The  defendants  move  for  a  new  trial  on  a  case  and  excep- 
tions. 

D.  L.  Atzyns,  for  the  defendwntSy  (ippeUants. 

I.  The  question  raised  upon  the  whole  case  is  important 
and,  substantially,  uncontrolled  by  precedent  in  this  state, 
and,  to  my  m\nd,  the  position  that  upon  default  in  such  a 
continuing  contract  entire  damages,  extending  beyond  the 
commencement  of  the  action,  may  be  assessed,  is  opposed  to 
the  current  of  authorities  within  and  without  the  state.  In  8 
£.y  412,  it  does  not  appear  that  any  recovery  was  had  beyond 
damages  accrued  at  the  time  of  bringing  action  {vide  35 
Barh.y  579),  and  the  last  case  cited  is  principally  as  to  the 
effect  of  the  statute  of  frauds  on  such  a  contract  From  the 
proposition  that  damages  accruing  after  suit  may  be  given, 
MoBOAN,  justice,  dissents  {Dresser  agt.  Dresser^  35  i?.,  578, 
579).  Hence  I  claim  the  doctrine  of  stare  decisis  is  not  in 
this  case. 

II.  In  the  attempt  to  estimate  future  damages  in  a  case 
like  this,  there  is  "  insuperable  difficulty  (2  If.  JT.,  97 ;  35 
Barb.y  579)  ;  a  difficulty  which  has  compelled  the  courts  to 
arbitrarily  exclude,  fr^m  the  consideration  of  juries,  damages 
depending  upon  uncertain  conjecture  «nd  speculation  as  to 
the  future  operation  of  given  causes  or  conditions. 

(a.)  Profits,  as  such,  are'  not  allowed  as  damages,  unless 
they  can  be  dejmitely  ascertained  by  reference  to  established 
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rates ;  although  the  loss  of  them  necessarily  result  from 
breach  of  the  contract.  The  chief  reason  for  disallowance 
being  '^  that  they  are  too  uncertain,  and  depend  upon  too 
many  contingencies  to  be  ^ititled  to  judicial  sanction" 
{Rhodes  agt.  Baird^  16  Ohio  Si.j  573 ;  Za  Armigtad,  ete,,  5 
Wheat.y  389 ;  6M0n  agt.  Cdvery  16  JV.  Z".,  489 ;  Academy , 
etc.,  agt.  EackeU,  2  JSiU.j  217). 

The  same  rule  should  control  in  any  other  case,  where  it  is 
impossible  to  apply  any  definite  rule  of  damages  with  cer- 
tainty and  precision  (5  Lo/m.^  524). 

((.)  "Actual  compensation  should  only  be  allowed  for 
actual  loss."  This  has  grown  into  a  maxim.  A  contrary 
rule  is  without  equity.  I  submit  that  in  this  case  this  maxim 
has  been  subverted, — was  given  no  application  except  in 
theory.  If  plaintiff  lives  twenty  years,  does  this  verdict  com- 
pensate her?  If  she  had  died  the  day  after  the  trial,  what 
right  had  her  estate  to  $1,000  for  an  actual  loss  of  $325  ? 
(  WeUer  agt.  EameSj  2  Am.  lipta.j  150,  and  cases  cited;  Gil- 
hert  agt.  Wim/iny  1  Comst.y  550 ;  Aberdeen  agt.  BlaohmaUy 
6  HiUy  324 ;  Hayes  agt.  Moyniha/n^  52  /«.,  423). 

in.  The  defendants  should  not  suffer  because  plaintiff  has 
brought  her  action  in  a  form  which  renders  an  estimate  of 
her  damages  impossible.  Her  remedy  was  adequate  in 
equity.  She  coiQd  have  compelled  a  literal  performance,  or 
got  its  yearly  worth  in  money.  This  would  be  just  to  aU. 
The  verdict  is  totally  unjust,  because  by  no  human  power 
can  it  be  known  whether  it  is  compensation  or  robbery. 

The  very  ancient  rule  of  allowing  juries  to  guess  at  and 
conjecture  damages  in  actions  on  contract  is  substantially 
overruled.  The  courts  now  seek  to  find  a  measure  which 
can  definitely  appear  from  the  terms  of  the  contract,  or  from 
opinions  of  competent  persons,  as  to  values,  or  market  rates, 
the  legal  measure  being  declared  by  the  court.  And  arbi- 
tnuy  rules  have  been  established  in  cases  possessing  the  same 
uncertainty  as  this,  and  where  before  were  only  guess,  con- 
jecture and  uncertainty  {Rhodes  agt.  Bairdj  16  Ohio  St.y  573 ; 
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TayUyr  agt.  Bradley^  89  N.  F.,  129 ;  Dexter  agt.  Ma/rdeyj 
4  Cuah.,  15). 

IV.  Shaffer  agt.  Lee  (8  -ff.,  412),  from  all  that  appears, 
needed  to  decide  only  that  the  plaintiff  could  recover  the 
ascertained  damages  up  to  the  time  of  shit.  Much  *of  the 
opinion  is  obiter  dictum ;  and  very  clearly  the  declaration, 
that  only  one  action  would  lie,  that  one  recovery  ended  the 
contract,  and  final  damages  must  be  assessed,  is  contrary  to 
the  authorities  (62  ^^.,  482). 

I  submit,  that  this  was  a  continuing  contract ;  that  the 
deceased  could  not  terminate  it  alone,  and  that  successive 
actions  could  be  brought  thereon  by  the  plaintiff,  totiee  quo- 
ties,  in  which  by  fixed  and  certain  rules  she  could  have 
recovered  "actual  compensation  for  actual  loss"  {McConnell 
agt.  Eibhe^  38  7K.,  175 ;  Ind.  C.  R.  E.  agt  Moore^  23  Ind.j 
14 ;  Berry  agt.  Harris^  43  N,  jff,  376 ;  Remilee  agt.  HaU^ 
31  F^.,  582;  WePmore  agt.  Aldrichy  10  Mich.^  616;  Stuy- 
vesant  agt.  Memory  11  Paige,  414 ;  JBarribleton  agt.  Vere,  2 
Saimd.,  169,  337 ;  Cook  agt.  Whorwoody  2  Burr.y  1087 ;  10 
Cokej  116 ;  Rudder  agt.  Price,  1  H.  BL,  550 ;  Lewie  agt. 
Peachy,  1  H.  dk  C,  518 ;  Stone  agt.  Rogers,  2  M.  dk  W., 
443 ;  Bleecker  agt  Smith,  13  Wend.,  630 ;  Wa/mer  agt. 
Bacon,  8  Gray,  397 ;  Ha/rt  agt.  JJor^,  14  How.,  418 ;  FixwZ- 
hury  agt.  Duval,  15  /nrf.,  160 ;  Chv/rch,  etc.,  agt.  Brovm,  54 
5arJ.,  191 ;  ShadweU  agt.  ShadweU,  9  (7.  5.,  if.  /X,  159 ; 
Aimood  agt.  Norton,  27  Barh.,  638 ;  Ficfo  Beaoh  agt.  Oravn, 
2  CbTTi*^.,  86). 

And  because  successive  actions  may  be  brought,  no  dama- 
ges are  allowed  accruing  after  suit.  This  principle  applied 
to  this  case  would  give  compensation  and  no  more  {See  2  Cow. 
Tr.,  1011,  2  ei.,  wnd  oases  cited;  Holm^  agt.  Wilson,  10  A. 
ds  K,  503 ;  Bechmth  agt.  Ori^wold,  29  ^arJ.,  291). 

With  deference  to  the  learned  justice  sitting  at  circuit,  I 
think  he  erred  in  holding  that  plaintiff  could  recover  final 
damages,  as  for  a  total  breach,  and  that  for  such  error  a  new 
trial  must  be  granted. 
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Y.  An  action  for  damages  in  cases  of  this  kind  affords  no 
remedy,  just  or  adequate,  to  plaintiff  or  defendant,  unless  held 
to  he  a  continuing  contract,  with  the  right  to  successive  actions 
'  toties  qv4>ties.  And  the  courts,  declaring  that  no  proper  mea- 
sure of  entire,  damages  can  be  applied,  have  in  several  cases 
decided  that,  for  this  reason,  they  will  not  allow  one  party  to 
such  a  contract  to  terminate  it,  but  will  compel  the  perform- 
ance thereof  by  the  exercise  of  equitable  power,  a  remedy  per- 
fectly just,  and  which  should  exclude  the  attempt  at  impossi- 
ble compensation  by  guessing  at  damages  {Hhodes  agt.  EhodeSj 
3  Samdf.  Ch.^  279 ;  M(vrBh  agt.  Blachnum,  50  Barh.^  329 ; 
ChvUb  agt.  Peckhwm^  2  Beas,  \N.  e/".],  207 ;  SvUivcm  agt. 
Tuck^  1  Md.  Ch.y  59 ;  Bvaaton  agt.  Lister j  3  AthynSy  385  ; 
Ball  agt.  Coggs^  1  Bro.  P.  CI,  140 ;  Adderly  agt.  Dixoriy  1 
Sim.  cfe  8iM.j  607;  Dams  agt.  Honey  2  8ch.  <&  Zef.,  341 ;  1 
Chit.y  Oen.  Pr.y  854 ;  Pegge  agt.  Zampeter,  2  Moak  £kg. 
R.,  669). 

VI.  The  justice  at  circuit  erred  in  submitting  to,  and 
charging,  the  juiy  that  they  might  decide  how  long  the 
plaintiff  would  live ;  how  much  it  would  probably  cost  her 
to  support  herself  through  life,  and  in  admitting  the  North- 
ampton tables  as  evidence  of  her  chances  of  life  {Morga/n^ 
jus.,  35  Ba/rh.y  579). 

(a.)  They  were  hearsay ;  and  we  were  deprived  of  the  bene- 
fits of  cross-examining  as  to.  accuracy  of  the  estimates  . 

(J.)  Living  witnesses  could  have  been  produced,  who  had 
made  the  subject  a  study. 

(o.)  No  judicial  notice  could  be  taken  of  those  tables. 
They  are  only  of  private  authority. 

id.)  Upon  no  principle  are  they  evidence  on  a  contested 
question  of  private  rights  {Da/rby  agt.  Ousdey^  36  Eng.  L,  cfe 
Eq,,  518). 

(«.)  The  following  cases  exclude  such  private-pen-produo- 
tions  from  evidence,  and  show  the  principles  which  must  also 
exclude  these  tables  (1.  Bomh  Note  Detectors  not  admissible  : 
Pay  son  agt.  Everett^  12  Mmn.y  216 ;  2.  Nor  newspaper  quo- 
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tations  of  the  value  of  gold:  6  Bobt.j  124;  3.  JX'or  Tovr 
ab6%  Treatise :  Fowler  agt.  Zewisy  25  Tex.j  380 ;  4.  iTor  Veter- 
inary or  Medical  Works :  Washhwn,  agt.  Cuddily^  8  Ora/yy 
430;  Toe  agt.  StaU,  49  lU.,  410;  h  C.  &  P.,  73;  3  Bos.,  7; 
6,  Nor  almxmao  to  prove  time  of  stmise  :  Tution  agt.  Darke^ 
6  Rmi.  ds  Nor.,  647 ;  6.  Nor  work  on  Popery ,  to  prove  hdlsj 
ca/nonSy  dkc. :  Da/rhy  agt.  Ousdey^  38  Eng.  L.  <&  Eq.^  518 ;  7. 
Nor  Army  livleSy  4:  £.  ds  (7.,  292 ;  8.  Nor  Log  Book:  U. 
S.  agt.  Oilherty  3  &um.  B.y  70 ;  9.  Nor  LLoyd!s  Reg.  Ship^g  : 
5  C,  <&  P.y  475 ;  10.  JSfueh  works  may  not  be  used  as  evi- 
dence of  amyfoict  i/n  isstie  as  to  prvoate  rights  :  See  a  strong 
cmd  thoroughly  considered  casSy  Darby  agt.  Ovseleyy  supra). 

if.)  As  well  use  Malthus  to  prove  geometrical  ratio  of 
inorease  in  population,  or  D^^n  as  evidence  of  the  grada- 
tione  from  monkey  to  man. 

VII.  From  Metler's  testimony  the  jury  might  have  found 
(indeed  such  is  the  evidence)  that  this  was  a  contract  for  per- 
sonal care  and  attention  in  the  ^^home  and  family"  of 
deceased,  which  would  terminate  upon  his  death,  and  the 
death  of  his  family.  The  refusal  so  to  chai^  was  error  (14 
E(/u).y  418 ;  8  Ba/rb.y  557 ;  25  Conm^.y  530 ;  10  AUeny  85 ;  7 
R.  /.,  589;  1  HiUy  580;.  21  Wis.y  395;  RolUns  agt.  Riley y 
44  N.  H.y  9). 

Yin.  From  the  evidence  of  plaintiff  and  Robinson,  it 
appears  that  she  had  worked  and  had  her  board  since  leaving 
Thomas.  No  charge  was  made  for  work  or  board.  It  must 
be  presumed  from  the  evidence  that  the  one  paid  £Dr  the 
other.  She  was  bound  to  earn  her  board,  if  able.  She  done 
so  up  to  the  trial.  There  was  nothing  to  submit  to  the  jury 
as  to  the  difference  between  the  acPual  value  of  her  service 
and  her  board.  It  was  a  "proposition  without  evidence" 
{Noakes  agt.  People,  25  N.  T.y  380,  540;  Storey  agt.  Br&n- 
nany  15  N.  T.y  524 ;  Gale  agt.  WellSy  12  Barb.y  84 ;  Chirac 
agt.  ReineckeTy  2  Pet.y  613). 

IX.  Jacob  Harris,  husband  of  one  of  the  defendants,  was  a 
witness  for  defendants.    He  testified  to  certain  moiterialfactSy 
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to  wit :  contradicted  the  plaintiff  and  Metier  as  to  amount  of 
money  had  by  Thomas  of  plaintiff,  in  Germany ;  as  to  use  of 
it;  testified  to  a  conversation  with  plaintiff  and  Thomas, 
from  which  the  fair  inference  is  that  no  bargain  was  made  by 
Thomas  to  support  plaintiff,  but  that  Thomas  gave  her  a 
home  as  long  as  she  behaved  well ;  testified  to  conduct  on 
plaintiff's  part  which  would  justify  Thomas  in  refusing  to 
keep  her  longer,  and  4x>  freaks  of  passion  which  had  a  strong 
tendency  to  confirm,  and  did  confirm,  the  evidence  of  Ellen 
Harris,  that  plaintiff  went  voluntarily  away. 

And  upon  the  question  of  damages,  testified  that  plaintiff 
could  earn  her  board  and  clothes,  while  plaintiff's  witnesses 
said  she  would  fail  of  that  $100  a  year. 

His  credit  was  destroyed  as  a  witness,  by  cross-examination 
as  to  immaterial  matter,  an  opinion,  and  upon  his  denial,  con- 
tradicting him. 

(a.)  The  question,  whether  Harris  had  said  plaintiff  ought 
to  have  $1,000,  was  immaterial  to  the  issue.  He  admiUeSl  ill- 
feelings  towards  plaintiff  He  testified  to  no  opinion.  None 
wovZd  home  "been proper.  He  testified  to  certain  material  y*ac^. 
He  was  discredited,  not  by  proof  of  any  different  statement  of 
any  fact,  but  by  proof  that  he  had  expressed  an  opinion  out 
of  court,  upon  the  whole  merits,  or  amount  plaintiff  should 
recover,  withotU  reference  to  the/acts  on  which  such  recovery 
dqpended  {EUon  agt.  La/rhmSy  5  Car.  <&  Pay.y  386  ;  Holmes 
agt.  Anderson,  18  Barh.y  420 ;  City  Bank  agt.  Young,  43  N. 
Hamp.y  457 ;  Zone  agt.  Bryant,  9  Chay  [Mass.'],  245 ;  Hulh 
ieU  agt.  Bissell,  2  AUen  [Mass.'],  196 ;  Btccker  agt.  Beaty,  3 
Ind.  iPart.l,  70). 

18  N.  Y.y  268,  does  not  conflict  with  these  cases.  Steb- 
bins  had  given  an  opinion.  His  opinion  was  contradicted  by 
what  he  had  before  said. 

{b.)  Phdntiff  having  cross-examined  Harris  as  to  immaterial 
matter  was  bound  by  his  answer  (  Winton  agt.  Meeker,  25  Conn., 
456 ;  Fletcher  agt.  Boston,  dkc,  1  AUen  [Mass."],  9 ;  Carpen- 
ter agt  Wwrd,  30  JBT.  Z".,  243;  Plato  agt  Beynolds,  27  N. 
Vol.  XLVI  3 
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r;,  586;  State  agt.  Stdleyy  14  Mirm.,  105;  45  N.  Y.y 
125). 

{c)  The  question  to  Harris,  as  to  what  he  said  to  Robinsoii, 
was  immaterial  to  the  issue.  The  test  of  immateriality  is 
held  to  be :  "  If  the  answer  of  a  witness  is  a  matter  which  the 
cross-examining  party  would  be  allowed  to  prove  on  his  part, 
in  evidence ;  if  it  have  such  a  connection  with  the  issue,  that 
such  party  would  be  allowed  to  give  ifin  evidence,  then  it  is  a 
matter  in  which  the  witness  may  be  contradicted  "  PoUochy  C. 
B.J  Atffy-Qen.y  agt.  Hitchcock^  1  Ecch,  R.j  91, 99 ;  Corribe  agt. 
Wmchester,  39  JV.  Eamp.j  13 ;  2  Fhil.  Ev.^  969, 970,ed.  1859). 

In  39  Jf.  ET.  (mpra)j  the  same  test  is  adopted,  adding :  "  if 
a  question  which  could  be  put  by  party  calling." 

X.  Under  these  exertions  {Oode,  §  265 ;  31  Barb.,  171 ; 
38  B.y  111)  such  errors  in  admission  of  evidence  cannot  be 
disregarded.  It  may,  it  did  hurt  the  defense  {Sprague  agL 
Cackoelly  12  Ba/rh.^  516;  WorraU  agt.  Parmdee^  1  Comst.y 
519 ;  WHliams  agt.  Fitch,  18  JV.  T.,  546  ;  Breton  agt.  Bich- 
ardson,  20  id,,  476 ;  Erhen  agt.  LoriHa/rd,  19  id.,  29ft;  Wd>eT 
agt.  Kingalamd,  8  Bos,,  415,  441 ;  Hahn  agt  Van  Daren,  1 
E.  D.  Smith,  411;  31  How,,  372;  46  iT.  Y.,  235). 

The  rule  upon  a  case  has  no  application. 

It  is  respectfully  submitted  that  manifest  errors  crept  in, 
in  the  haste  of  the  trial  at  circuit,  to  the  prejudice  of  the 
defendants.    A  new  trial  should  be  granted,  with  costs. 

HoLDEK  &  YTji.hWBi,for  pkdntiff,  respondent. 

I.  An  action  for  entire  damages  can  be  maintained  for 
breach  of  contract  to  support  a  person  during  life  {Dresser 
agt.  Dresser,  35  Barb.,  573 ;  Shaffer  agt.  Lee^  8  id.,  412 ; 
RoydUon  agt.  R.  ds  W.  Turnpike  Co.,  14  Vt.,  811 ;  Fish  agt. 
Fdley,  6  SiU,  54 ;  Masterton  agt.  Mayor  of  Brooklyn,  7  id., 
61 ;  Oreene  agt.  West  Cheshire  Railway  Co.,  1  JUoak,  Eng., 
546). 

II.  There  was  a  preponderance  of  evidence  in  favor  of  the 
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plaintiff  upon  aU  points,  and  every  question  was  fairly  sub- 
mitted to  the  jury. 

III.  The  evidence  of  the  value  of  plaintiff's  support  for 
the  last  three  years  was  properly  admitted,  no  objection 
being  taken  to  the  competency  of  tjie  witnesses. 

IV.  The  Northampton  tables  were  properly  admitted  to 
aid  the  jury  in  assessing  damages.  The  objection  was  only 
to  materiality  and  competency.  The  use  of  those  tables  for 
sneh  a  purpose  has  become  a  part  of  the  law  {Orier  agt. 
Mayor  of  New  Tork^  1  All.  \N.  S\  206 ;  Wager  agt.  Schuy- 
ler^ 1  Wend.^  553;  Gv;thrie  agt.  PugaUyy  12  John.y  126; 
Jackson  agt.  Mwa/rds^  7  Paige,  386, 408 ;  68  Perm.  Sty  400 ; 
69  Mainey  488 ;  see  Rule  85,  supreme  court). 

V.  The  evidence  of  Lysander  Robinson  to  discredit  Jacob 
Harris  was  properly  received.  Harris,  in  his  direct  examina- 
tion, had  testified  that  the  plaintiff  told  him  soon  after  she 
came  to  this  country  that  she  had  not  any  property,  and  that 
Peter  told  her  that  when  she  behaved  herself  she  could  stay ; 
that  she  had  but  $106,  German,  at  sixty-five  cents  each,  and 
out  of  that  Peter  had  paid  for  her  cow  twenty-eight  dollars, 
and  six  years'  interest,  and  her  passage  over ;  and  that  her 
temper  and  conduct  were  vq^y  bad;  and  that  her  ability  to 
labor  was  about  as  good  as  it  had  been  for  fifteen  years. 

On  cross-examination  Harris  swore  that  he  had  been  mar- 
ried to  defendant  Ellen  one  year  and  two  nionths ;  and  that 
he  did  not  tell  Bobinson,  the  spring  or  summer  after  Peter 
died,  that  the  plaintiff  ought  to  have  $1,000  out  of  Peter's 
estate.  The  evidence  of  Kobinson  was  material  as  affecting 
the  credibility  of  Harris,  and  related  to  the  same  matter 
which  Harris  testified  about  on  his  direct  examination,  and 
showed  that  his  mind  had  been  changed  upon  his  marriage 
with  Ellen. 

It  is  not  as  if  Harris  had  been  asked  about  a  transaction 
affecting  his  character.  It  shows  what  his  mind  had  been 
upon  the  very  transaction  about  which  he  testified  on  his 
direct   examination.     "The    moral  effect  of  the  evidence 
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would  operate    on   a  reasonable    mind    with    considerable 
force." 

It  was  received  for  the  sole  purpose  of  contradiction 
{Patchin  agt.  Aator  Mut  Ins.  6t.,  13  Jf.  T.y  268 ;  Oan- 
dolfo  agt.  Appleton^  40  id.j  533 ;  Chapman  agt.  Brooks ^  31 
id,y  75 ;  Fleet  agt.  Murton^  1  Moah^  Eng.^  32,  36,  37). 

VI.  The  objection  to  the  question  put  to  Robinson  was  insuffi- 
cient, there  being  no  suggestion  that  the  evidence  was  incompe- 
tent as  being  an  opinion  {Mkyns  agt  Elwelly  45  iT.  T,^  753). 

VII.  The  relation  of  witness  to  parties  and  subject-matter 
of  suit  has  always  been  held  material  {Newton  agt.  Harris j 
2^Sdden,  345 ;  Slocum  agt.  Cen4i.  B.  B.  Co.y  45  N.  T.,  125 ; 
Starks  agt.  People^  5  Den,^  106). 

VIII.  The  party  who  alleges  error  in  an  appellate  court 
must  show  it  specifically  (Bryant  agt.  Trimmery  47  iT.  Y.y 
96 ;  Baptist  Ch.  agt.  Brooklyn  Fire  Ins.  Co.y  2S  irf.,  153). 

IX.  The  charge  was  in  all  respects  correct. 
1st.  A  correct  rule  of  damages  was  laid  down. 

2d.  The  jury  were  properly  instructed  in  the  use  of  the 
tables. 

3d.  The  amount  of  the  property  of  the  deceased  was  not 
in  issue. 

4th.  If  any  contract  was  proved,  it  was  to  support  plaintiff 
during  life. 

5th.  If  the  contract  was  valid  and  not  broken  the  plaintiff 
was  a  part  of  Peter  Thomas'  family,  and  as  long  as  she  lived, 
and  the  case  supposed  of  his  death  would  leave  his  family 
still  in  existence. 

6th.  The  request  of  defendant  should  have  been  limited  by 
inserting  the  words  "  and  not  elsewhere  or  otherwise "  after 
the  word  "  deceased  "  {Carpenter  agt.  StiUioelly  1  Kem,y  61 ; 
Hodges  agt.  Cooper^  43  IT.  JT.,  216). 

X.  Motion  for  nonsuit  was  properly  denied. 

XI.  A  new  trial  cannot  be  asked  on  grounds  not  taken  at 
the  trial  {Hibbha/rd  agt.  BusseUy  24  Barh.^  404;  Oelston  agt. 
Hoyiy  13  Joh/ns.j  577 ;  Ahemethy  agt.  The  Society  of  the  Ch. 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.  21 

Schell  agt  Plumb. 

oftht  PurUams^  3  Daly^  1 ;  Paige  agt.  FazackerVy^  86  Ba/rb,^ 
393 ;  Bue  fcgt.  Perry ^  41  How.,  385). 

The  motion  for  a  new  trial  should  be  denied. 

By  the  Couriy  Mnj.BB,  P.  J. — This  action  was  brought  for 
damages  sustained  by  a  breach  of  a  contract  made  by  the 
defendant's  testator  in  his  life  for  the  support  of  the  plaintiff. 

The  main  question  to  be  determined  is,  whether  an  action 
for  entire  damages  can  be  maintained  for  a  breach  of  a  con- 
tract of  this  character. 

While  the  question  is  not  entirely  free  from 'embarrassment, 
and  there  are  difficulties  in  many  cases  in  recovering  for  pro^ 
spective  damages,  yet  the  rule  is  well  settled  that  such  dam- 
ages may  be  allowed.  In  actions  for  personal  injuries  occa- 
sioned ^yj  another,  such  damages  frequently  constitute  no 
inconsiderable  portion  of  the  amount  to  be  recovered,  and 
must  be  estimated  somewhat  upon  evidence  which  forms  no 
very  certain  basis  for  {u^curate  and  careful  calculation.  More 
reliable  and  satisfactory  evidence  is  furnished  in  the  case  at 
bur  than  is  usually  presented,  and  I  am  unable  to  discover 
any  valid  reason  why  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover  one 
entire  amount  instead  of  being  compelled  to  bring  separate 
actions  from  time  to  time  for  separate  and  distinct  breaches  of 
the  contract,  thus  causing  a  multiplicity  of  suits,  which  it  is  the 
policy  of  the  law  to  discourage.  The  value  of  the  support  of 
an  aged  person  is  not  difficult  to  estimate,  and  in  accordance 
with  well  established  rules,  which  the  courts  have  sanctioned, 
the  value  of  the  life  itself  can,  without  much  difficulty,  be 
compnted. 

With  evidence  tending  to  show  both  these  essential  ele- 
ments of  the  plaintiff's  right  to  a  recovery  of  damages,  I  do 
not  think  that  it  can  be  fairly  claimed  that  the  damages 
recovered  in  this  case  are  so  uncertain,  speculative  and  con- 
jectural as  to  be  beyond  any  recognized  rule  of  law. 

In  Skaffer  agt.  Lee  (8  Bari,^  412)  an  action  was  brought 
Tspon  a  bond  to  furnish  to  the  obligee  and  his  wife  a  support 
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dnriDg  their  lives,  and  was  held  that  it  was  an  entire  con- 
tract ;  that  a  failure  by  the  obligor  to  provide  for  the  obligee 
and  his  wife,  according  to  the  substance  and  spirit  of  the 
covenant,  amounted  to  a  total  breach,  and  that  full  damages 
might  be  recovered  for  the  future  as  well  as  the  past.  The 
learned  judge  who  wrote  the  opinion  in  the  case  last  cited 
remarks  that  where  the  neglect  or  misconduct  of  the  defend- 
ant is  such  that  the  plaintiff  may  consider  it  a  total  breach, 
entire  damages  may  be  recovered. 

The  distinct  question  now  considered  was  presented  npoti 
the  trial,  and  it  is  an  authority  directly  in  point  {See  clUo 
Dresser  agt.  Dresser^  85  Barb.^  373). 

There  was  no  error,  I  think,  in  introducing  the  Northamp- 
ton tables  as  evidence,  and  of  reading  from  them  so  much  as 
showed  the  probabilities  of  life  of  a  person  of  the  age  of 
plaintiiF.  These  tables  are  used  for  the  information  and  guid- 
ance of  courts  of  justice  in  determining  the  probabilities  of 
human  life  and  the  value  thereof,  and  furnished  to  the  jury 
some  information  which  rendered  material  aid  in  forming  a 
conclusion  as  to  the  amount  of  damages  in  the  plaintiff's  case. 

They  are  the  result  of  careful  inquiry  and  the  closest  cal- 
culations of  experienced  men,  which  have  been  adopted  by 
the  courts  as  the  most  accurate  means  of  estimating  the  mon- 
eyed value  of  lives,  and  I  see  no  objection  to  thei^  introduc- 
tion as  testimony. 

The  evidence  of  Robinson  to  contradict  Harris  was,  I 
I  think,  properly  received.  Harris'  testimony  tended  to  con- 
tradict the  plaintiff's  evidence  as  to  certain  facts,  and  on  cross- 
examination  he  denied  that  he  had  said  that  the  plaintiff 
ought  to  have  $1,000  out  of  the  estate  of  the  testator.  Such 
a  declaration  would  have  been  inconsistent  with  the  testimony 
which  he  had  given,  and  I  think  it  was  competent  to  contra- 
dict him  in  this  respect  by  showing  that  he  had  made  such  a 
statement. 

Upon  principle,  without  reference  to  authority,  it  seems  to 
me  it  is  very  clear  that  it  is  proper  to  show  that  a  witness  has 
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made  a  statement  inoonsistent  and  irreconcilable  with  the 
&ct8  to  which  he  testifies ;  and  if  he  denies  that  he  has  made 
any  such  statement,  then  to  show  that  he  has.  And  it  mat- 
ters not  whether  it  be  a  statement  of  &ct  or  the  expression  of 
an  opinion,  if  it  be  adverse  to  the  story  which  he  has  nar- 
rated. If  it  be  opinion  in  direct  conflict  with  his  evidence 
it  woold  clearly  tend  to  impair  the  credit  of  the  witness  to 
some  extent,  and  in  many  cases  as  much  perhaps  as  if  it  was 
a  fact.  I  think  the  judge  properly  refused  to  charge  as 
requested,  that  if  the  contract  was  to  provide  the  plaintiff 
with  a  home  in  the  family  of  the  deceased,  his  death  termi- 
nated the  liability.  The  purport  of  the  contract,  if  any  was 
made,  was  to  support  the  plaintiff  during  her  life,  and  the 
general  character  of  the  evidence  was  ,to  that  effect.  And 
even  if  it  had  been  confined  to  his  own  &mily,  as  it  was  for 
the  life  of  the  plaintiff,  I  think  that  the  testator's  death  would 
not  terminate  the  obligation. 

There  was  no  error  in  the  charge  or  in  any  of  the  rulings 
upon  the  trial,  and  judgment  must  be  ordered  on  the  verdict 
for  the  plaintiff,  with  costs..  • 
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K  T.  SUPERIOE  COURT. 

Fbedbkiok  Hobft  and  others  agt.  EmnrND  B.  Sbamak  and 

Jambs  M.  Thompson. 

The  Oommisiitmen  qf  the  DapartmerU  of  Docka  of  the  dty  of  New  York 
have  authority  by  statute  to  give  a  written  permit  to  a  person  to  use  the 
side  of  a  pier  hi  the  city  and  the  water  adjacent  thereto,  for  a  floating 
bathf  to  carry  on  the  business  of  a  bathing  establishment,  during  the  plea- 
sure of  the  board,  with  the  consent  of  the  lessee  of  the  i^er. 

The  act  of  1871  proyides  that  the  powers  and  duties  therein  conferred 
upon  the  dock  commissioners  shall  not  affect  the  powers  of  the  harbor- 
magters  as  now  defined  by  law.  But  the  powers  and  duties  of  these 
several  officials,  as  defined  by  statute,  are  wholly  distinct  and  separate. 

The  harbor-masters  have  no  power  to  remove  such  floating  bath  without 
its  being  established  ^either  that  it  is  an  essential  interference  with  navi- 
gation,  or  that  a  necessity  exists  for  its  immediate  use  for  the  purposes  of 
commerce.  Until  one  or  both  of  these  questions  of  fact  are  determined, 
the  owner  of  the  bath  will  be  protected  in  his  lawful  possession  by 
v^netion. 

Argued  JuVy^  decided  October^  1873. 

MonoN  to  continae  an  injunction. 

The  plaintiffs  are  the  owners  of  a  floating  bath,  known  as 
Hoeft's  bath,  which  is  now,  and  for  the  last  eight  years  has 
been  moored  in  the  waters  of  the  East  river,  adjacent  to  and 
immediately  south  of  pier  No.  55  East  river,  and  is  fastened 
to  the  pier. 

In  May,  1873,  the  commissioners  of  the  department  of 
docks  gave  the  plaintiffs  a  written  permit  to  use  the  lower  or 
southerly  side  of  the  pier,  and  the  water  adjacent  thereto, 
for  the  business  of  a  bathing  establishment  during  the  pleasure 
of  the  board. 
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The  pier  is  leased  (by  whom  it  does  not  appear)  to  one 
Qnimby,  who  has  consented  to  the  use  of  the  pier  and  slip 
by  the  plaintiff. 

The  defendant  Seaman  is  captain  of  the  port,  and  the 
defendant  Thompson  one  of  the  harbor-masters  of  the  city  of 
New  York^  who,  it  is  all^^d,  acting  nnder  the  direction  of 
the  captain  of  the  port,  has  ordered  the  removal  of  the  bath ; 
and  has  threatened  to  nse  the  necessary  force  to  remove  the 
same,  if  it  is  not  removed  by  the  plaintiffs. 

Upon  these  &ets  a  ten^>orary  injunction  was  granted, 
)*eBtraining  the  defendants  from  interfering ;  with  an  order 
to  show  eanse  why  the  injunction,  sfaoald  not  be  made  per- 
manent 

The  defendants,  upon  the  return  of  the  order,  alleged  that 
the  bath-honse  obstructed  the  use  of  the  waters  of  the  river 
for  the  purposes  of  commerce ;  and  that,  acting  under  author- 
ity of  law,  they  had  directed  its  removal. 

It  was  not  alleged  that,  at  the  time  the  order  for  removal 
was  given,  there  was  any  impending  necessity  for  it ;  or  that 
there  was  any  application  for  the  immediate  use  of  the  slip 
by  ships  or  other  vessels,  or  for  any  other  commercial  pur- 
pose ;  the  all^ation  in  that  regard  being  that  the  vicinity 
of  such  pier  has  been  the  point  or  place  where  large  quanti- 
ties of  marble,  imported  from  Italy  and  other  foreign  coun- 
tries, have  been  discharged ;  and  that  there  is  no  other  so 
suitable  a  place  for  its  discharge.  But  it  is  not  alleged  that 
there  was  any  occasion  for  its  immediate  or  present  use  for 
any  purpose  connected  with  the  commerce  of  the  river. 

The  bath-house  occu])ie8  a  space  in  the  waters  of  the  rivw 
of  110  by  70  feet;  and  one  end  of  the  structure  extends 
beyond  the  bulk-head  some  thirty  feet. 

Albebt  Mathews,  ybr  plaintiffs. 

First.  The  plaintiffs  are  in  possession  of  the  premises,  and  it 
is  incumbent  on  the  defendants  (in  order  to  justify  their 
Vol.  XLVL  4 
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attempted  interference)  to  show  some  legal  wuthoriiy  to  con- 
trol tho  plaintiffs'  possession.  The  defendcmis  do  not  claim 
as  representing  the  people  or  thepvhlio^  but  solely  as  "  harbor^ 
masters  "  with  restricted  statutory  powers.  Even  if  it  were 
conceded  that  this  bath-house  is  a  ^^puhUo  rmiscmce^^  still  the 
defendants  have  no  power  to  remove  it  unless  in  discharge 
of  their  duties  {F.  P.  Bridge  Co.  agt.  Smithj  30  2f.  T.  B.y 
62.) 

Second,  The  plaintiffs'  right  and  title  to  possession  is  derived 
by  strict  legal  authority  as  sublessees  of  the  owner  of  the 
locus  in  quoj  viz.,  the  corporation  of  the  city  of  New  York,  * 
fortified  by  authority  derived  from  the  legislature  of  the 
state. 

I.  Pier  No.  55  and  its  rights^  easements  and  appurtenances 
are  now  leased  to  Ezra'  Quimby. 

n.  Ezra  Quimby  has  sicblet  the  portion  thereof  occupied 
by  plaintiffs  to  them,  and  they  pay  him  an  annual  rental  of 
$900  for  the  privilege. 

III.  In  addition  to  this,  the  plaintiffs  have  the  ^^ permit " 
BO  to  use  and  occupy  the  premises  from  the  ^^  commissioners 
of  the  depari/ment  of  docks  in>  the  city  of  New  Yorlc^  who 
derive  ih&ix  powers  directly  from  the  legislature  of  the  state. 

Third.  The  whole  subject-matter  of  the  regvlaMon  a/nd  con- 
i/rcH  of  the  use  of  the  "  wha/rf  property  "  in  question  where 
this  bath-house  lies  is  under  the  exclusive  jurisdiction  of  the 
common  council  of  the  city  and  these  dock  commissionerSy 
appointed  under  the  state  authority  {Act  of  April  5, 1870, 
vol  1,  p.  390,  §21,  si^.  22,  and  §99;  act  of  April  19, 

1871,  vol.  2,  p.  1235,  §  6,  sicb.  sees.  2  and  12;  act  of  May  16, 

1872,  vol.  2,  p.  1784,  chap.  738). 

I.  This  "  wharf,  pier  and  dock,"  and  its  appurtenances  and 
easements,  and  waters  adjacent  thereto,  are  the  private  pro- 
perty of  the  city  of  New  York. 

II.  The  ^^commissioners  of  tlie  department  of  pvhUc 
docks^^  are  officers  appointed  by  the  mayor  of  the  city  of. 
New  York  under  legislative  authority. 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.  27 

Hoeft  agt  Seaman. 

III.  These  " commissioners^^  have  "  exdusi/oe  clko/rge  cmd 
eontrU^^  *  *  ^'oi  aU  the  wharf  property  belonging  to 
the  city  of  N&w  York^^  *  *  « including  all  the  wharves, 
piers,  bulk-heads  and  structures  thereon  cmd  waters  adjacent 
theretOy  and  all  slips,  basins,  docks,  water  fronts,  lands  under 
water  and  structures  thereon,  and  the  appurtenances,  ease- 
ments,*' etc.,  etc.  (Act  of  1870,  vol.  1,  p.  90,  §§  32,  38  and 
43  ;  act  of  1871,  vol.  2,  p.  1235,  §  6,  sub.  sees.  2  and  12). 

IV.  The  common  council  alone  can  interfere  in  respect  to 
the  iMe  of  the  slips  occupied  by  the  plaintifis  {Ad  of  1870, 
chap.  137,  §  21,  stii.  22 ;  Vandewater  agt.  The  Oiiy  of  New 
Torky  2  Swnd.  Rep.,  258).  By  section  21,  subdivision  22, 
they  have  power  to  pass  ordinances  ^'  in  relation  to  the  con- 
struction, repair,  care  and  use  of  docks,  wharves,  piers  and 
slips  "  {MayoTy  etc.,  agt.  Ryan,  2  E.  D.  Smithy  p.y  368). 

Fourth.  The  defendants  have  no  right,  power,  authority  or 
control  over  the  plaintiffs  or  their  ''^Jloatmg  bath-houseP  It 
lies  harmlessly  within  one  of  the  "  wha/rvesy  docks  or  slipsP 
which  belong  to  the  mayor,  aldermen  and  commonalty  of 
the  city  of  New  York,  under  its  ancient  charters,  as  \\Aprir 
vale  property.  The  city  corporation  has  also  exctusi/ve  jv/ris- 
diction  in  the  premises  in  every  respect,  vmder  its  chcurtery  as 
part  of  its  sovereign  preroga4>iA)ey  and  under  ihe  police  power 
over  the  slip  (as  a  public  way)  remitted  to  it  by  the  legisla- 
ture of  the  state,  except  so  &r  as  by  express  enactment  the 
state  may  have  lawfully  resumed  the  sovereign  power  and 
control  over  the  city's  water  rights  by  some  explicit  police 
regulations  conferred  upon  other  parties. 

I.  The  "  harbor-masters  for  the  port  6f  New  York  "  are 
state  officers  appointed  by  the  governor  {Act  of  May  22, 
1862,^.  978,  cluip.  487,  §  1). 

IL  Their  powers  and  duties  respecting  '^piersy  wharves 
and  slips "  in  the  city  of  New  York  are  valid  only  as 
required  by  the  necessities  of  the  marine  commerce  of  the 
dty.  The  act  creating  them  {even  as  respects  those  wharves 
and  slips  which  are  th^  property  of  prvoate  citizens)  is  con- 
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stitutional  and  valid  only  so  far  ae  it  is  necessary  as  Ap^Hee 
regulation  of  the  subject-matter  not  otherwise  provided  for 
{Act  of  May  22,  1862,  chap.  487,  §  7 ;  VcmderUU  agt. 
Adams^  7  Cowen  Hep.^  750). 

in.  The  act  de/ming  their  powers  (and  repealing  all  other 
acts)  only  anthorizes  them  to  provide  and  assign  suitable 
accommodations  for  all  "  ships  cmd  vessds  "  (and  to  regalate 
them  in  the  stations  they  are  to  occupy  at  the  wharves  and  in 
the  stream),  and  remove  soch  as  are  not  employed  in,  recevo- 
ing  cmd  diseha/rging  their  cargoes^  to  m/ike  room  for  such 
others  as  require  aooomm,oda4ion  to  receive  or  discharge  their 
cargoes  *'  {Act  of  1862,  §  7).  It  does  not  purport  to  give  the 
harbor-masters  further  police  power,  or  to  give  them  power 
to  intermeddle  with  the  use  to  which  the  corp(»*ation  (through 
its  department  of  docks)  has  devoted  the  waters  in  question 
for  sanitary  purposes  for  the  ieneJU  of  the  piMiCy  by  the 
license  granted  to  the  plaintiffs. 

IV.  The  act  in  question  (granting  power  to  the  harbor- 
masters) must  be  strictly  construed,  so  far  as  its  letter  would 
purport  to  interfere  with  the  private  vested  rights^  or  the 
sovereign  a/uthority,,  or  the  previously  granted  or  habitually 
enQrcisoA.  police  power  of  the  city  in  respect  to  its  "  wharf 
property "  and  franchises ;  or  to  oust  it  of  its  power  to 
exdusive  control  in  the  premises,  under  its  charter  and  the 
acts  of  the  legislature. 

The  constitution  of  the  state  protects  the  city  against  such 
interference  as  respects  its  vested  rights  and  authority  {Benr 
son  agt.  The  Mayor^  cfet?.,  10  Ba/rb.  R.y  323 ;  Roosevelt  agt. 
Godard,  52  Bwrh.  jB.,  650). 

V.  The  acts  creating  the  office  and  prescribing  the  powers 
and  duties  of  "  dock  commissioners,^^  and  clothing  tlie  com- 
mon council  with  ^wi^c6jww/?er  (J.e^^l870,  1871  and  lS72y 
supra),  plainly  show  that  the  legislature  had  not  intended 
Qiy  the  act  of  1862,  supra)  to  interfere  with  the  rights  and 
powers  of  the  corporation  to  control  the  "  wh/xrf  property^ 
belonging  to  the  city  in  such  matters  as  are  involved  m 
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the  special  ttse  of  the  waters  in  question  granted  to  the  plain- 
ti& 

YI.  The  defendants  do  not  represent  the  public^  and  are 
mere  creatures  of  the  statute. 

Fifth.  It  is  an  old  and  well  established  rule  in  equity  to 
grant  an  injunction  to  restrain  a  threatened  injury  like  the 
present,  involving,  as  it  would,  irreparable  injury  and  damO" 
gee  incapable  of  computation  or  compensation  by  a  legal 
action  for  damages.  This  injunction  should  therefore  be 
gnxitj^  pendente  lite  until  the  conflicting  claims  of  authority 
can  be  definitely  settled  by  the  trial  of  the  issues  involved 
(2  Story  Eq.  Jurisp.  ,§§  928,  929). 

I.  Ko  harm  can  result  to  the  defendants  from  granting  the 
injunction,  while  its  refusal  subjects  the  plaintiffs  to  great 
and  irreparable  loss  at  the  season  most  critical  to  the  plain- 
tiffs,  and  when  the  public  interests  served  by  them  are 
chiefly  involved. 

HoRAOB  M.  Hastinos,  for  defenda/ntSy  relied  chiefly  on 

the  statute  giving  power  to  the  harbor  commissioners,  and 

citing  the  cases  of  Adams  agt.  Farmer  (1  E.  D.  Smithy  589) 

and  Franklin  agt.  Pendleton  (3  Seld.y  508),  to  show  that 
this  bath-house  was  a  "  ship  or  vessel." 

MoNELL,  J. — ^The  space  occupied  by  the  plaintiflfe  for  their 
bathing-house,  under  a  ^^ permit"  or  license  from  the  com- 
missioners of  the  department  of  docks,  is  a  part  of  the  navi- 
gable waters  of  the  East  river.  It  lies  below  the  low  water 
mark,  and  partly  in  the  channel  of  the  stream,  and  is  used 
wholly  for  private  emolument. 

Such  a  use  of  a  public  navigable  river  would  be  a  purpres- 
ture,  or  public  nuisance,  unless  authorized  by  law.  The 
ninety-ninth  section  of  the  act  to  reorganize  the  local  govern- 
ment of  the  city  of  New  York,  as  amended  in  1871,  declares 
that  the  department  of  docks  shall  have  exclusive  charge  and 
control  *  *  of  all  the  wharf  property  belonging  to  the 
city,  including  all  the  wharves,  piers,  bulk-heads  and  struc- 
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tnres  thereon,  and  waters  adjacent  thereto,  and  all  the  slips, 
basins,  docks,  water  fronts,  land  ander  water,  and  the  appur- 
tenances, easements,  uses,  reversions  and  rights  belonging 
thereto,  which  are  now  owned  or  possessed  by  the  corpora- 
tion. Such  department  also  has  the  exclusive  charge  and 
control  of  the  repairing,  maintaining,  leasing  and  protecting 
the  property ;  and  is  invested  with  the  exclusive  government 
and  regulation  of  all  wharves,  piers,  bulk-heads  and  struc- 
tures thereon,  and  waters  adjacent  thereto,  and  all  the  basins, 
slips  and  docks,  with  the  land  under  water,  in  said  city  not 
owned  by  the  corporation. 

Under  this  most  comprehensive  and  clearly  defined  author- 
ity in  the  dock  commissioners  over  the  dock  property  of  the 
city,  which  extends,  as  will  be  seen,  over  the  slips,  basins, 
and  adjacent  waters,  and  includes  as  well  property  owned 
and  not  owned  by  the  city,  the  power  of  the  commissioners 
to  grant  leases  and  franchises,  and  to  permit  private  uses  of 
such  slips,  basins  and  adjacent  waters,  where  such  use  does 
not  essentially  interfere  with  or  obstruct  the  public  use,  can- 
not well  be  questioned. 

All  navigable  streams  belong  to  the  public ;  and  the  state 
cannot  grant  them  to  any  private  use  that  will  impair  the 
public  use.  Congress,  under  its  authority  to  regulate  com- 
merce, may,  in  furtherance  of  commerce,  restrict,  in  some 
degree,  the  public  use  of  navigable  waters  {State  of  Penn.  agt. 
Whedrng^  <6c,,  Bridge  Co,y  18  How.j  421) ;  but  no  such 
authority  is  reserved  to  the  states  {Oilman  agt.  Philaddr 
phia^  3  TToZZ.,  713).  A  grant  of  a  monopoly  of  the  Hudson 
river,  given  to  Robert  R.  Livingston  in  1798,  was  declared 
by  the  supreme  court  of  the  United  States  to  have  been 
unconstitutional,  as  infringing  the  exclusive  power  of  con- 
gress to  regulate  commerce  {Gibbons  agt.  Ogden^  9  Wheat ^  1). 

The  authority  of  that  case  has  since  been  uniformly  recog- 
nized and  followed ;  and  grants  by  the  state  have  been  con- 
fined to  such  uses  only  as  do  not  impede  the  public  use* 
Hence,  in  grants  for  the  erection  of  bridges  or  other  struc- 
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tnres  over  or  in  navigable  streams  or  waters,  provision  must 
be  made  for  their  constmction  in  such  manner  as  not  essen- 
tially to  obstruct  the  common  free  navigation  by  the  public 
{People  agt.  Saratoga  and  Hens.  R.  R.  Co.j  15  Wend.^  113 ; 
Penn.  agt.  WheeUng^  <6o,y  Bridge  Co,y  13  How.,,  518  ;  Columr 
huSy  Mo.y  Co.  agt.  Peoria  Bridge  Co.^  6  McLeam,^  70). 

The  act  of  the  I^islature  creating  the  deprirtment  of  docks 
is  valid,  if  no  grant  is  made  under  it  which  will  obstruct  com- 
merce. The  commissioners  may  regulate  the  use  of  the 
basins  and  slips,  and  may  permit  them  to  be  used  for  private 
purposes,  provided  such  use  does  not  essentially  impair  the 
public  use.  There  are  no  riparian  rights  to  adjacent  waters, 
and  the  public  can  complain  only  when  its  use  is  obstructed. 

In  La/n»mg  agt.  Smith  (4  Wend.^  1),  involving  the  Albany 
pier  question,  the  chancellor  says  {p.  21) :  "  there  can  be  no 
doubt  of  the  right  of  the  legislature  to  make  grants  when 
they  do  not  interfere  with  the  vested  rights  of  individuals. 
The  right  to  navigate  public  waters  are  public  rights,  and 
not  the  private,  inalienable  rights  of  each  individual." 

But  should  the  department  grant  the  exclusive  private  use 
of  slips  or  basins  to  a  degree  that  would  essentially  interfere 
with  the  rights  of  the  public,  it  would  be  a  purpresture,  and 
indictable  as  a  public  nuisance  {People  agt.  Va/nderhilty  26 
N.  T.  R.,  287 ;  28  id.y  396). 

But,  within  the  restrictions  mentioned,  the  department, 
under  the  power  to  regulate  the  use  of  the  slips  and  basins, 
may  lawfully  permit  their  use  for  a  private  purpose.  In  one 
case  {Hecker  agt.  BciUmoe  Dock^  24  Ba/rh.  -ff.,  315)  the 
court  even  held  that  the  corporation  might  direct  the  use  of 
any  particular  slip  to  be  appropriated  exclusively  to  any  par- 
ticular craft  or  class  of  vessels. 

Without,  however,  concurring  in  this  perhaps  extreme 
view,  it  is  sufficient  if  the  appropriation  to  a  private  use  does 
not  essentially  interfere  with  the  use  for  commerce. 

The  test,  therefore,  of  a  legislative  grant  of  power  over 
navigable  waters  is  whether  it  allows  of  any  essential  inter- 
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ference  with  the  public  use ;  and  that  is  always  a  question  of 
&ct,  to  be  disposed  of  in  the  manner  such  questions  are 
usually  determined.  If  there  is  no  such  interference  or 
obstruction  of  the  public  use,  then  a  legislative  grant  of  a 
private  use  is  neither  a  purpresture  nor  a  public  nuisance. 

Independently  of  this  general  principle,  applicable  to  all 
navigable  streams,  the  right  and  authority  of  the  corporation 
to  and  over  the  wharves,  piers,  slips  and  basins,  granted  first 
by  the  ancient  charters  {Montgomeriey  §  38),  and  since  recog- 
nized and  continued  in  all  subsequent  legislation,  extend  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  city  over  much  of  the  adjacent  waters, 
which,  at  the  present  day,  reach  at  least  to  the  pier  or 
bulk-head  line  {People  agt.  VanderbUty  26  iT.  T.  R.,  287). 

It  has  not,  I  think,  been  doubted  at  any  time  that,  within 
the  space  thus  granted,  the  corporation  has  the  most  ample 
power  to  occupy  and  use  it ;  and,  as  an  incident  or  appurte- 
nant, to  grant  to  others  the  right  to  occupy  and  use  it  to  any 
extent  that  does  not  at  least  obstruct  the  free  navigation  of 
the  river.  The  construction  of  piers,  slips  and  basins  is  as 
essential  to  commerce  as  the  water  itself;  and  that  which  is 
so  essential  to  commerce  can  hardly  be  said  to  obstruct  it. 

The  proo&  presented  upon  this  motion  fail  to  satisfy  me 
that  the  small  space  occupied  by  the  plaintiffi'  bath-house  can 
cause  any  material  interference  with  or  obstruction  of  the 
free  and  common  use  of  the  river  by  the  public.  •  Of  course, 
while  such  space  is  so,  occupied  it  cannot  be  used  by  others, 
and  «o  &r  it  maybe  said  to  obstruct  the  public  use.  But  so  it 
may  be  said  of  a  bridge  with  its  draw  closed.  If,  however, 
it  is  provided  with  a  sufficient  draw,  it  is  a  lawful  structure, 
notwithstanding  it  may,  at  times,  and  to  some  extent,  inter- 
rupt the  public  use  of  the  stream  {Remoick  agt.  Moore^  3 
JKK,  621). 

Nevertheless,  such  use  of  the  slip  would  constitute  it  a 
public  nuisance  if  it  were  not  sanctioned  by  the  commission- 
ers' license.  No  person,  without  a  grant,  can  permanently 
moor  a  floating  structure  in  a  puUic  river.    It  would,  per  se, 
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be  a  public  nuisance  {Hart  agt.  May  or  ^  cfe<?.,  of  AUxjmy^  9 
Wend.^  571).  But  aseuming,  as  I  must,  that  the  grant  or 
license  to  the  plaintiffs  is  of  a  portion  of  the  water  not 
needed  for  navigation  or  commerce  (except,  perhaps,  in 
exceptional  cases),  or,  in  other  words,  a  grant  that  does  not 
and  will  not  essentially  interrupt  or  obstruct  the  free  and 
conimon  navigation  of  the  river,  it  must  follow  that  the 
plaintiffs  are  lawfully  in  possession  of  the  space  they  occupy, 
and  cannot  be  dispossessed  or  disturbed  in  such  possession, 
unless  the  grant  or  license  from  the  dock  commissioners  is 
subject  to  a  higher  power  lodged  in  the  captain  of  the  port 
and  harbor-masters. 

That  question  I  will  now  examine.  The  powers  of  the  last 
named  officers  are  derived  from  acts  of  the  legislature,  passed 
in  1862  and  1867. 

The  act  of  1862  provides,  in  section  7:  "Each  harbor- 
master shall  have  power,  within  the  district  assigned  to  him, 
to  provide  and  assign  suitable  accommodations  for  all  ships 
and  vessels,  and  regulate  them  in  the  stations  they  are  to 
occupy  at  the  wharves  or  in  the  stream,  and  to  remove  from 
time  to  time  such  vessels  as  are  not  employed  in  receiving  or 
discharging  their  cargoes,  to  make  room  for  such  others  as 
require  to  be  more  immediately  accommodated  for  the  pur- 
pose of  receiving  or  discharging  their  cargoes." 

The  distinctive  duty  of  the  captain  of  the  port  is  of  a 
supervisory  nature.  He  may  make  rules  and  regulations, 
and  give  directions  in  aid  and  for  the  governance  of  haroor- 
masters ;  but  the  power  of  all  such  officers  is  derived  chiefly, 
if  not  wholly,  from  the  act  of  1862. 

Under  that  act  it  is  claimed  not  only  that  the  harbor- 
masters have  the  exclusive  control  over  the  slips  and  basins, 
and  other  navigable  parts  of  the  river,  but  that  they  are  the 
ultimate  arbiters  of  the  manner  in  and  purpose  for  which 
they  may  be  used. 

If  a  power  so  comprehensive  could  be  claimed  fwr  the 
harbor-masters  there  would  be  a  manifest  inconsistency  in 
Vol.  XLVI.  6 
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the  provisions  in  the  statutes ;  and,  as  the  city  claims  ander 
the  last  statute  {act  of  1871),  it  would  lead  to  the  conclusion 
that  the  legislature  intended  to  repeal  the  former.  The 
saving  clause,  however,  is  found  in  the  act  of  1871,  namely, 
that  the  powers  and  duties  therein  conferred  upon  the  dock 
commissioners  shall  not  affect  the  powers  of  the  harbor- 
masters as  now  defined  by  law. 

The  powers  and  duties  of  these  several  oflScials  are  wholly 
distinct  and  separate.  Those  of  the  dock  commissioners  I 
'  have  already  defined. 

The  duties  of  the  harbor-masters  are  of  a  conservative 
nature,  and  are  only,  but  indispensably,  necessary  whenever 
an  extensive  commerce  is  carried  on.  Without  some  power 
of  control  over  the  arrival  and  departure  of  vessels  and  their 
moorage  when  in  port,  disorder  and  confusion  would  be  the 
consequence.  To  regulate  this,  and  to  prevent  disorder, 
these  officials  are  clothed  by  the  legislature  with  a  constab^- 
lary  or  police  power,  and  made  quasi  conservators  of  the 
peace. 

They  are,  however,  officers  of  limited  jurisdiction,  and  can 
exercise  such  powers  only  as  are  expressly  given,  or  which 
can  necessarily  be  implied  from  such  as  are  expressly  given. 
Such  express  powers,  as  defined  by  the  statutes,  are  to  pro- 
vide and  assign  suitable  accommodations  for  ships  and  ves- 
sels, and  to  remove  such  as  are  not  employed  in  receiving  or 
discharging  cargo,  and  to  make  room  for  such  others  as 
require  to  be  more  immediately  accommodated  for  the  pur- 
pose of  receiving  or  discharging  cargo.  The  object  of  all 
this  is  to  prevent  over  crowding,  confusion  and  disorder,  and 
to  secure  just  and  equal  right  in  the  use  of  the  harbor. 

To  this  extent  the  harbor-masters  have  jurisdiction.  They 
may  regulate  the  time  and  manner  that  ships  and  vessels 
shall  occupy  slips  and  basins  for  purposes  of  commerce,  and 
determine  between  the  confiicting  claims  of  vessels,  and  as 
to  their  respective  rights  and  priorities  to  discharge  or  receive 
their  cargoes. 
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These  duties  do  not  at  all  conflict  with  the  powers  of  the 
dock  commissioners,  and  the  two  can  move  along  in  entire 
harmony. 

The  harbor-masters  have  a  large  discretion  in  assigning  the 
use  of  the  slips  to  vessels,  and  in  determining  the  time  and 
manner  of  using.  Bat  it  is  not  an  absolute  or  arbitrary 
power,  which  may  be  exerted  without  regard  to  the  exigen- 
cies of  the  time  and  place.  Like  all  discretionary  powers,  it 
must  have  a  foundation  of  propriety  or  necessity  to  rest  upon. 

While  they  may  lawfully  prevent  disorder  and  confusion, 
and,  in  the  language  of  the  act,  remove  such  vessels  as  are 
not  employed  in  recdving  or  discharging  cargo,  I  cannot 
concede  to  them  the  right  to  make  such  removal,  except  for 
the  purpose,  also  specified  in  the  act,  of  making  room  for 
such  others  as  require  to  be  more  inamediately  accommodated 
for  the  purpose  of  receiving  or  discharging  their  cargoes. 

In  the  case  of  AdarriB  agt.  Fa/rmer  (1  E,  D.  Smith,  588) 
the  common  pleas  held  that,  as  the  power  was  general,  it  was 
not  limited  to  cases  where-  other  ves&els  required  to  be  imme- 
diately accommodated  in  receiving  or  discharging  cargo. 
But  that  decision  cannot  be  reconciled  with  other  decisions 
defining  the  extent  of  discretionary  powers. 

In  Va/nderhiU  agt.  Adorns  (Y  Cow,,  349),  the  harbor-mas- 
ter had  ordered  the  ThisUe,  lying  at  a  wharf  on  the  North 
river,  to  move  a  certain  distance  in  order  to  give  a  berth  to 
another  vessel  called  the  Legislator.  The  court  say:  "It 
will  be  observed  that  no  question  is  raised  as  to  the  right  of 
the  steamboat  Legidator  to  lie  at  this  wharf  had  there  been 
no  other  vessel  occupying  it.  The  ground  of  the  defense 
is,  that  the  law  conferred  no  authority  to  interfere  at  all ; 
the  owner  of  the  Thistle  having  the  exclusive  right  of  decid- 
ing whether  to  remove  or  not,  in  order  to  give  place  to 
another  vessel.  The  right  assumed  by  the  harbor-masters 
under  the  law  would  not  be  upheld  if  ex*erted  beyond  what 
may  be  considered  a  necessary  police  regulation." 

The  board  of  health  is  supposed  to  be  invested  with  large 
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discretionary  powers ;  and  by  etatute  was  required  to  cause 
all  putrid  or  unsound  meat,  dead  animals,  etc.,  found  in  any 
street  or  other  place,  to  be  forthwith  removed  beyond  the 
limits  of  the  city.  Under  that  statute  this  court  held,  in  an 
action  against  an  inspector  for  removing  dead  hogs  (  Under-- 
wood  agt  Green,^  3  Robty  86),  that  the  discretion,  and  there- 
fore the  judgment,  of  the  oflScial  was  absolute,  and  he  was 
not  responsible  for  any  error  of  judgment.  But  the  court  of 
appeals,  reversing  this  court  (42  N.  T.  -ff.,  140),  held  other- 
wise. That  while  it  was  conceded  that  the  officer  in  the  dis- 
charge of  his  duties  is  clothed  with  a  judicial  discretion,  yet 
he  is  an  officer  of  a  limited  and  special  jurisdiction,  and  when 
in  any  given  case  his  power  is  challenged,  he  must  prove 
some  facts  invoking  or  tending  to  invoke  the  exercise  of  his 
discretion. 

The  general  railroad  act  was  supposed  to  confide  absolutely 
to  the  directors  the  right  to  determine  what  lands  were 
required  for  the  purposes  of  the  road.  But  in  Renssdncr 
cfe  Saratoga  R.  R.  Co.  agt.  Davis  (43  N.  T.  R.^  137),  the 
court  held  that  the  determination  of  the  directors  was  not 
conclusive ;  and  that  the  court  is  to  decide,  upon  the  applica- 
tion, the  question  as  to  the  necessity  and  extent  of  the 
appropriation. 

The  proposition  to  be  deduced  from  these  cases  is,  that 
when  a  power  of  any  kind  is  to  be  exercised  it  must,  have  to 
uphold  and  justify  its  exercise,  the  support  of  sufficient  facts. 

Under  this  view  of  the  case,  before  the  harbor-master  can 
direct  the  removal  of  a  ship  or  vessel  there  must  appear  to 
be  some  necessity  for  it.  It  is  not  enough,  in  the  language 
of  one  of  the  defendants,  that  he  knows  of  no  other  place 
for  the  landing  of  certain  merchandise.  It  must  be  shown 
that  the  place  is,  not  may  be,  needed  for  some  purpose  con- 
nected with  navigation  or  commerce.  And  until  such 
necessity  arises  the  officer  is  powerless  to  lawfully  interfere. 

In  intrenching,  as  it  may  with  some  plausibility  be  claimed, 
upon  the  vested  rights  of  the  city,  the  legislature  must  be 
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• 
^mderstood  to  have  intended  nothing  more  than  is  clearly 
expressed  by  the  statute ;  and,  therefore,  to  have  merely 
invested  the  harbor-masters  with  certain  prescribed  police 
powers  and  duties  in  no  way  interfering  with  the  proprietor- 
ship of  the  city.  K  it  is  successfully  claimed  to  be  other- 
wise, then  the  act  would  be  open  to  the  constitutional  objec- 
tion of  taking  vested  rights  without  compensation. 

But  without  pursuing  the  subject  further,  I  am  of  opinion 
that  if  the  space  occupied  by  the  bath-house  is  not  needed 
for  commerce,  and  the  occupancy  of  it  does  not  essentially 
interfere  with  the  firee  and  common  use  of  the  river  for 
navigation,  the  permission  to  use  it  was  within  the  power  of 
the  state  to  grant.  That  such  grant  was  made  to  the  depart- 
ment of  docks,  and  its  written  permission  to  the  plaintiffs 
gave  them  a  lawful  possession,  of  which  they  can  be  deprived 
only  by  its  being  established  either  that  it  is  an  essential 
interference  with  navigation,  or  that  a  necessity  exists  for  its 
immediate  use  for  the  purposes  of  conmierce. 

The  facts  upon  which  this  case,  under  the  view  which  I 
have  taken,  must  turn,  namely,  whether  there  is  such  an 
interference  or  obstruction  of  navigation  as  would  render  the 
grant  void,  or  whether  some  immediate  requirement  or 
necessity  of  commerce  exists  to  justify  the  interference  of 
the  harbor-masters,  are  questions  of  fact,  and  must  be 
determined  before  the  appropriate  judgment  can  be 
pronounced. 

It  results  from  these  views  that  the  plaintiffs  are  in  lawful 
possession,  and  cannot  be  disturbed  until  it  appears  that  the 
space  they  occupy  obstructs  the  public  use  or  is  needed  for 
purposes  of  commerce. 

As  the  case  now  stands  I  am  justified  in  retaining  the 
injunction  until  the  trial.  * 
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SUPKEME  COURT. 
Mart  Foote,  appellant,  agt.  Joseph  Milbieb,  respondent. 

In  an  action  for  mdUeiouB  proMCtttion,  where  the  evidence  tended  to  show 
that  the  defendant  was  informed  by  a  person  that  the  plaintiff  did  the 
malicious  mischief  to  defendant's  property  for  which  she  was  prosecuted 
and  arrested  by  the  defendant ;  but  before  the  defendant  had  commenced 
proceedings  for  such  arrest,  the  same  person  who  gave  the  defendant 
the  information  acknowledged  in  his  presence  that  he  had  made  a  false 
statement  about  the  mischief,  and  that  instead  of  the  plaintiff  doing  it, 
he,  the  informant  himself,  did  it,  and  offered  to  settle  the  matter : 

Held^  that  a  nonmii  in  the  action  was  improper.  There  was  a  question 
for  the  jury,  whether,  after  the  last  information  defendant  had  received, 
he  commenced  his  action  against  the  plaintiff  in  good  faith  or  not. 

Fourth  Depwrtment^  Oeneral  Term.  Argued  at  June 
Tenm^  Buffalo.     Decided  at  October  Term^  Rochssterj  18Y3. 

Before  Mullin,  P.  Xy  Taloott  and  E.  D.  Smith,  JJ. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  nonsuit  at  the  Onondaga  cir 
cuit.  The  facts,  so  far  as  the  point  upon  which  the  decision 
turned  is  concerned,  appear  in  the  opinion. 

Fuller,  Vann  &  Brooks,  for  the  appeiUemty  cited  Foshay 
agt.  FerguBon  (2  Denio^  617,  619) ;  MiZler  agt.  Milligan  (48 
Bari.,  30,  33) ;  Baupt  agt.  Pohlman  (16  Abb.  [N.  S.],  301). 

Gray  &  Costello,  for  the  respondent,  cited  VdnderbiU 
agt.  Mathia  (5  Duer,  304) ;  Besaon  agt.  Southard  (10  N.  JT., 
236,  237) ;  BvlMey  agt.  Kdetees  (6  id.,  384) ;  Hasten  agt. 
Dayde  (2  Wmd.,  426). 

By  the  Oourtj  TAL00Ti|  J. — This  is  an  action  for  a  mali- 
cious prosecution.  The  plaintiff  and  her  sister  were  arrested 
on  the  complaint  of  the  defendant,  charging  them  with  mali- 
cious mischief,  and  were  tried  before  the  police  justice  of  the 
city  of  Syracuse,  and  the  complaint  dismissed.     The  malicious 
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mischief  charged  was  the  daubing  of  the  defendant's  fence  with 
paint.  The  fence  wa%  in  fact  daubed  by  one  Slosser,  who  did 
it  while  in  company  with  the  plaintiif  and  her  sister,  who  were 
walking  ahead  of  him,  and  did  not  see  Slosser  when  he  did 
it,  or  knowing  anything  about  it  until  after  it  was  done.  The 
evidence  tended  to  show  that  Slosser,  on  the  day  following 
the  tran.saction,  told  defendant's  wife  that  the  girls,  meaning 
the  plaintiff  and  her  sister,  did  it,  but  it  also  tended  to  show 
that  Slosser,  subsequently,  and  before  the  defendant  made 
the  complaint  in  question,  retracted,  in  the  presence  of  the 
defendant,  the  statement  he  had  made  to  the  defendant's 
wife,  admitted  that  he,  himself,  was  guilty  of  the  act,  and 
that  the  girls  had  nothing  to  do  with  it,  and  agreed  with  him, 
by  the  payment  of  five  dollars  and  procuring  the  fence  to  be 
repainted,  to  settle  the  matter. 

This,  as  we  understand  the  evidence,  took  place  before  the 
defendant  made  the  complaint  against  the  plaintiff  and  her 
sister.  K  this  is  the  true  construction  of  the  testimony,  we 
think  there  was  a  question  for  the  jury,  and  the  plaintiff  was 
improperly  nonsuited. 

It  is  said  by  Bbonson,  J.,  in  Fo%hay  agt.  Ferguson  (2 
Denio^  617),  that  "  the  question  of  probable  cause  does  not 
turn  upon  the  guilt  or  innocence  of  the  accused,  but  upon  the 
belief  of  the  prosecutor  concerning  such  guilt  or  innocence." 

Undoubtedly  the  information  which  the  defendant  had 
received  as  to  the  statement  of  Slosser,  if  it  stood  alone, 
would,  under  the  circumstances,  furnish  proof  of  probable 
cause  for  the  accusation  against  the  plaintiff;  but  we  think 
that,  after  it  appeared  that  Slosser  had  retracted  his  statement 
and  admitted  its  falsity  and  acknowledged  himself  as  the  only 
guilty  party,  there  was  a  question  which  should  have  been 
left  to  the  jury,  whether  the  defendant,  when  he  made  the 
complaint,  actually  credited  the  statement  Slosser  first  made 
and  commenced  the  prosecution  in  good  faith. 

The  judgment  should  be  reversed  and  a  new  trial  granted, 
costs  to  abide  the  event. 
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N.  Y.  SUPERIOK  COURT. 

Chables  R.  Townsend  and  Theodore  E.  Townsend,  plaintiffs 
and  respondents,  agt.  The  Naeragansett  Fire  and  Marine 
Insurance  Company,  defendant  and  appellant. 

Where  the  rejection  of  the  testimony  of  a  witness  offered  in  evidence  on 
the  trial  is  relevant,  and  therefore  the  rejection  is  error,  yet  the  judgment 
will  not  for  that  reason  be  reversed,  where  it  can  be  seen  that  the  offered 
testimony  is  not  of  sufficient  importance,  when  compared  with  the 
merits  of  the  case,  to  have  changed  the  verdict  of  the  jury  or  affected  the 
judgment  in  the  case. 

General  Terrriy  May^  1873. 

Before  BARBouit,  C.  e/.,  Frbedman  and  Sedgwick,  J  J. 

Appeal  from  judgment  in  favor  of  the  plainti£&. 

Samuel  Jones,  yi^r  appellant, 
OsBORN  E.  Bright,  y!:>r  respondents. 

By  the  Courty  Freedman,  J. — This  action  is  brought  npon 
a  policy  of  insurance.  The  jury  found  for  the  plaintiffi,  and 
the  appeal  is  from  the  judgment.  Neither  a  motion  for  the 
direction  of  a  verdict,  nor  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  was  made 
below.  We  can,  therefore,  only  look  at  the  exceptions  in 
determining  defendant's  right  to  a  new  trial.  Of  these,  there 
seem  to  be  but  two  that  are  of  suflScient  moment  to  be  spe- 
cially adverted  to. 

The  first,  which  relates  to  defendant's  oflfer  to  show  the 
quantity  of  tea  kept  on  hand  by  other  dealers  than  the  plain- 
tiffs, has  already  been  disposed  of  by  us  adversely  to  the  defend- 
ant in  the  case  of  the  same  plaintiffs  against  The  Merchants' 
Insurance  Company,  of  Providence,  R.  I. 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.         41 

■K    1-1  Ml  II  I  ^^  ■  I  ■    I  —     ■■ . - 

Townsend  agt  The  Narragansett  Fire  and  Marine  Insurance  Co. 

The  Other  relates  to  the  exclusion  of  a  certain  question 
addressed  by  defendant's  counsel,  on  folio  324,  to  one  of  plain- 
tiffs' witnesses  on  his  cross-examination,  with  the  view  of 
ascertaining  from  the  lips  of  the  witness,  whether  on  the  trial 
of  the  case  against  The  Merchants'  Insurance  Company  he 
had  not  given  a  somewhat  different  account  of  the  doings  of 
the  members  of  a  hook  and  ladder  company  in  plaintiffs'  store 
at  the  time  of  the  fire,  than  he  had  given  in  this  case.  The 
question  was  a  proper  one,  but  it  seems  to  have  been  excluded 
by  the  trial  judge  on  his  own  motion  and  upon  the  supposi- 
tion that  the  witness  had  already  been  interrogated  upon 
that  point  and  had  substantially  answered  the  question. 
The  case  shows  that  in  point  of  fact  the  witness  had  been 
examined  in  that  direction,  but  not  sufiSciently  so  as  to  make 
the  said  question,  which  was  more  specific  than  any  he  had 
already  answered  and  more  particularly  directed  his  attention 
to  his  testimony  given  on  the  trial  of  the  action  against  The 
Merchants'  Insurance  Company,  an  improper  one.  The  ques- 
tion should,  therefore,  have  been  allowed.  But  the  error,  if 
error  it  was,  is  not  of  suflScient  importance  to  call  for  a  rever- 
sal of  'the  judgment.  The  whole  inquiry  into  the  action  of 
the  hook  and  ladder  men  on  the  night  and  upon  the  premises 
in  question,  though  relevant,  was  of  a  relatively  unimportant 
character,  when  compared  with  the  real  merits  of  the  case, 
and  as  to  these,  the  case  seems  to  have  been  thoroughly,  ably 
and  fitirly  tried.  Indeed,  it  is  easy  to  see  from  the  report  of 
the  whole  case  that,  even  without  a  word  of  testimony  from 
the  witness  referred  to,  the  verdict  of  the  jury  would  have 
been  precisely  the  same.  The  error  must,  therefore,  be  dis- 
r^rded  {City  Bcmk  of  BrooMyn  agt.  Dea/rhom^  20  N,  JT., 
244;  Park  Bank  agt.  TiUonj  15  Ahb.,  384). 

The  judgment  should  be  affirmed,  with  costs. 

Bahboub,  C.  J.,  and  Sedgwick,  J.,  concurred. 

Vol.  XL  VI  6 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

Gboege  W.  Clinton,  respondent,  agt.  Edmund  Townbend, 

appellant. 

In  an  action  to  recover  damages  by  reason  of  defendant  wrongfuJOy  and 
wWfuUy  taking  and  using  plaintiflTs  horse  for  several  days,  it  Is  compe- 
tent for  the  plaintiff  on  the  trial  to  prove  oi  damages^  that  he  was  com- 
pelled to  hire  another  horse  and  pay  a  certain  amount  therefor,  during 

.  the  absence  of  defendant  with  his  horse;  and  also  to  prove  as  damages 
injuries  to  the  horse  by  the  defendant,  during  the  same  time. 

In  Third  Department^  at  Albany  General  Term^  June^ 
1873. 

Before  Paskeb,  P.  J,^  Boabdman  amd  J.  Potteb,  JJ. 

Action  to  recover  damages  for  the  alleged  wrongful  taking 
and  detention  of  a  horse. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  a  justice  of  the  peace  and  a  jury, 
in  the  county  of  Otsego. 

The  defendant  took  the  horse  in  question  on  12th  day  of 
May,  1871,  drove  the  same  into  Madison  county  after  a  load 
of  hop  roots,  and  returned  it  to  the  plaintiff  on  the  17th. 
This  the  defendant  did  in  the  course  of  his  employment  by 
the  jexpress  direction  of  one  William  Clinton,  who  claimed  the 
right  to  use  and  contract  the  same. 

On  the  trial  of  the  action  the  justice  allowed  the  plaintiff 
to  prove  as  a  part  of  his  damages,  under  defendant's  objec- 
tions as  incompetent  and  improper,  the  amount  paid  for  the 
use  of  another  horse  while  the  one  in  question  was  gone ;  and 
also  by  a  subsequent  witness  the  vahie  qf  the  use  of  the  horse 
during  the  same  time. 

The  value  of  the  use  of  the  horse  was  proved  at  twelve  dol- 
lars, and  the  amount  paid  for  use  of  another  horse  was  proved 
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at  five  dollars.  No  other  proof  of  damages  was  given  on  the 
trial. 

The  jury  rendered  a  verdict  of  twenty  dollars  in  favor  of 
the  plaintiff,  tnns  including  both  amounts.  From  the  judg- 
ment entered  thereon,  with  costs,  the  defendant  appealed  to 
.  the  Ots^o  county  court,  where  the  judgment  was  affirmed. 

Thereupon  a  further  appeal  was  brought  to  this  court. 

£.  OouiirrBYMAN,  dUomeyfor  defendcmty  appellant. 

I.  The  justice  erred  in  receiving  the  evidence  of  the  amount 
paid  by  respondent  for  the  use  of  another  horse. 

Appellant's  objections  to  the  evidence  were  sufficiently  spe- 
cific to  raise  the  question  of  its  inadmissibility  {Boe  SLgt.Hanr 
soTij  5  Zansinffj  304). 

The  general  rule  is,  that  the  recovery  of  damages  must  be 
confined  to  the  legal,  natt^al  snd  proximate  consequences  of 
the  tortious  act  (2  Chreerdeaf  on  Ev.,  bth  ed.j  §  256 ;  Grain 
agt  Petrie,  6  Eill,  624 ;  Hicks  agt.  Foster,  13  Barb.,  665 ; 
Butler  agt.  £ent,  19  Johns.,  228 ;  Twinam  agt.  Swart,  4  Zanr 
sing,  263 ;  Cla/rk  agt.  Braum,  18  Wend.,  213,  229). 

This  rule  applies  with  equal  force  to  claims  for  special  dam- 
ages {Grain  agt.  Petrie,  swpra,  and  cases  there  cited). 

Clearly  the  expense  of  hiring  another  horse  was  not  the 
natural  SLud  p7*0Qmnate  result  of  the  alleged  trespass.  It  was 
an  illegal  element  of  damages  in  the  case  {Edwards  agt.  Bee- 
hee,  48  Barb.,  106 ;  Tvnnam  agt.  Swart,  4  Lansi/ng,  263). 

The  county  judge  distinctly  held  the  evidence  to  be  illegal 
and  improper.  In  his  opinion  he  says :  "  Yet  it  was  an  erro- 
neous decision  of  the  justice  to  permit  the  plavntiff  to  show 
haw  much  he  pond  for  the  use  of  another  horse.  The  natural 
damages  arising  from  the  use  of  the  horse  were  properly 
shown  by  the  witness  Eiiapp ;  but  can  it  be  said  that  if  the 
plaintiff  j>ai(2  some  eostra/oagant  price  for  the  use  of  some  par- 
tioular  horse,  that  that  should  form  the  basis  upon'  which  to 
assess  damages  against  the  defendant  i    T  think  not.^^ 
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Notwithstanding  the  error,  however,  the  county  judge 
affirmed  the  judgment  for  the  reason,  as  stated  by  him,  that 
he  was  ^^  satisfied  thatthe  improper  evidence  of  the  amount 
paid  for  the  ase  of  another  horse  did  not  inf/uenoe  thej^ry  as 
to  their  verdict  to  the  detriment  of  defendant^ 

II.  It  is  impossible  for  the  court  to  say  as  the  county  judge 
did,  that  "  the  improper  evidence  *  *  *  did  not  infi/or 
ence  the  jury  as  to  their  verdict  to  the  detriment  of  defend- 
wntP  As  the  verdict  is  more  than  all  the  elements  of  the 
damages  proved,  taken  together,  the  presumption  is  that  all 
were  included.  At  least  it  cannot  be  said  they  were  not 
included.  A  twofold  recompense  was  thereby  allowed. 
The  presumption  is  the  jury  intended  to  award  compensation 
only,  and  not  to  inflict  punishment  {Sedgwick  on  Damages^ 
Sd  ed,,  697,  marg.,  563). 

The  law  on  this  point  is  entirely  settled  and  very  clearly 
and  succinctly  stated  by  the  court  of' appeals  in  the  case  of 
Baird  agt.  Gillett  (47  iT.  Y.,  186),  where  improper  evidence 
had  been  received,  in  the  following  language :  "  The  evidence 
is  improper,  and  as  the  court  cannot  say  that  it  might  not 
ha/Ge  hiased  the  jury  and  infmenoed  the  result^  its  admission, 
under  objection,  was  error  for  which  the  judgment  should  be 
reversed  {citing  Williams  agt.  Fitchj  18  JT,  J".,  546).  If 
improper  evidence  be  given  upon  the  trial,  although  it  be 
merely  cumvlati/oe^  it  will  be  cause  for  reversal  {citmg 
Osgood  agt.  Manhattan  Company ^  3  CW.,  612).  If  the  evi- 
dence could  not  possibly  have  injured  the  defendant,  the  error 
might  be  disregarded ;  but  when  illegal  evidence  is  admitted 
which  hears  in  the  least  degree  on  the  resuUj  it  is  fated  {citing 
oases).  By  admitting  the  evidence  under  the  objection  of 
the  defendant,  the  jury  were  authorized  to  regard  it  as  com- 
petent  and  relevant  to  the  issue  in  the  action,  and  as  tending 
in  a  greater  or  less  degree  to  prove  the  cause  of  action" 
{Baird  agt.  GWett,  47  Jf.  Y.^  186 ;  Starhird  agt.  BarrowSy 
43  N.  y.,  200 ;  Wilson  agt.  Wilson,  4  Keyes,  413 ;  Williams 
agt.  Fitchy  18  N,  Y,  546 ;  Worral  agt.  Parmeleey  1  N.  F.. 
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616;  Dresser  2^.  Ainsioorthy  9  Barb.,  619;  Boyle  i^.  Ccle- 
mem,  13  Barh.^  43 ;  Penfidd  agt.  Carpenter,  13  Johna^  349). 

The  action  being  for  the  recovery  of  unliquidated  damages 
for  an  alleged  maliciQus  wrong,  the  court  have  no  power  to 
reverse  as  to  part,  hut  must  reverse  the  judgment  wholly  and 
absolutely  {Casein  agt.  DeUmcy,  38  N.  Y.,  178). 

III.  An  improper  measure  of  damages  was  adopted  on  the 
trial,  and  no  legal  damages  were  proven. 

A  party  from  whom  property  is  taken  tortiously  may  refuse 
to  acc^t  its  return  {Lyon  agt.  Yates,  62  Barh^  244 ;  Hammer 
agt  WUsey,  17  Wend.,  91). 

And  where  the  property  so  taken  has  not  been  returned  to 
the  owner,  and  no  exemplary  damages  recoverable,  the  true 
measure  of  damages  is  the  same  as  in  trover — ^the  market 
value  of  the  property  at  the  time  it  was  taken,  to  which  inte- 
rest may,  in  the  discretion  of  the  jury,  be  added,  as  damages 
for  the  detention  {Sedgvyicic  on  Damages,  p.  568;  Campbell 
agt.  Wood/vDorih,  26  Ba/rb.,  648 ;  Kmy  agt.  Orser,  4  Duer, 
433;  Dailey  agt.  Crowley,  6  I/msvng,  301;  Svydam  agt. 
Jenkins,  3  Samdf^  643 ;  KeUiey  agt.  Archer,  48  Barb.,  68 ; 
Twinam  agt.  &waH^  4  Lansmg,  263,  271-273). 

The  return  of  the  property  is  always  admissible  in  evidence 
to  mitigate  the  damages.  And  such  return  will  mitigate  to 
the  extent  of  the  market  value  of  the  property  when  it  was 
returned  {Dailey  agt.  Crowley,  6  I/msvng,  301 ;  Lyon  agt. 
Yates,  62  Barb.,  287,  248 ;  Vosburgh  agt.  Welch,  11  Johns., 
191 ;  Saumer  agt.  Wilsey,  17  Wend.,  91). 

If  the  taking  was  malicious,  and  a  deliberate  intent  to 
injure  is  manifest,  the  jury,  undoubtedly,  have  the  power  to 
4kward  exemplary  damages.  But  that  does  not  change  the 
rule  by  which  the  other  or  compensatory  damages  are  deter- 
mined, for  the  exemplary  damages  are  simply  added  to 
them. 

It  follows  from  these  well  established  principles  of  law  that 
the  true  measure  of  damages  in  this  case  was  the  maket  value 
of  the  horse  ajb  the  time  it  was  taken,  less  the  market  value 
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thereof  when  it  was  returned,  together  with  interest  on  its 
value  during  the  time  the  same  was  detained. 

And  if  there  is  anything  in  this  case  to  justify  exemplary 
damages  (which  we  deny),  the  jury  may  udd  to  the  damages 
^  which  this  rule  will  give  such  a  sum,  by  way  of  punishment,  as 
the  nature  of  the  case  requires. 

This  rule  of  damages  was  adopted  in  a  case  very  similar  to 
the  one  at  bar,  to  which  the  attention  of  the  court  is  invited 
{Lucds  agt.  TrwmhvUj  15  Chay  [  J/iw«.],  306). 

For  the  foregoing  reasons,  the  judgment  of  the  county  court 
and  that  of  the  justice  must  be  reversed,  with  costs. 

A.  J.  Ltnes,  attorney  for  respondent^  plaintiff. 

r.  There  was  no  error  in  allowing  the  plaintiff  to  give  the 
evidence. 

In  Bennett  agt.  Lochwood  (20  Wend.y  223)  the  court  say 
that  it  makes  no  difference  that  the  damages  thus  claimed 
were  not  the  natural  or  necessary  consequences  of  the  wrong- 
ful taking.  It  is  no  objection  to  the  recovery,  if  the  damages 
were  proximate  and  not  too  remote,  cmd  were  claimed  in  the 
declaration.  In  that  case  the  plaintiff  recovered  fifty-three 
dollars  damages  for  time  spent  and  expenses  incurred  in 
looking  up  the  property  wrongfully  taken.  In  the  case  of 
McDonald  agt.  North  (47  Barh.y  530)  the  court  cites  Ben- 
nett agt.  Lochwoody  and  affirms  the  doctrine  laid  down.  In 
Sedgwick  on  Damages^  p.  475,  speaking  of  damages  in  trover, 
the  following  language  is  used :  "  It  was  suggested  by  Pabk, 
B.,  at  ntsiprius,  that  the  plaintiff  could  recover  special  dam- 
ages if  laid  in  the  declaration,  as  in  trover  for  the  conversion 
of  a  horse ;  that  the  plaintiff  could  recover  for  money  paid 
for  the  hire  of  other  horses;  and  it  has  since  been  so  decided 
by  the  queen's  bench  in  trover,  brought  by  a  carpenter  for 
his  tools."  (7  Car.  cfe  Payne,  804;  8  Q.  ^.,  779;  2  Bvng. 
N.  C,  310 ;  Sedgwick  on  Damagee,  475). 

The  principle  is  the  same  in  both  cases ;  and  if  the  evi- 
dence is  proper  in  one  case  it  is  in  the  other.    Willful,  aggra- 
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vated  trespass  was  alleged  and  proved,  and,  therefore,  the 
plaintiff  had  a  right  to  show  all  the  circumstances  of  the 
case,  and  the  consequences  of  the  wrongful  act  himself  (BatS' 
man  agt.  Goodyear ^  12  Oonn.y  680 ;  Sedgwick  on  Damages^ 
616), 

The  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  exemplary  damages ;  and  for 
the  purpose  for  estimating  such  damages  properly  the  jury 
should  know  all  the  facts  and  circumstances  of  the  case,  the 
situation  of  the  plaintiff,  and  to  what  extent  he  was  injured 
by  the  wrongful  act  of  the  defendant  {Sedgwick  on  JDaanagea^ 
531,  532  a/nd  534). 

The  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  full  compensation 
for  the  wrong  committed.  The  owner  to  whom  compensa- 
tion is  due  must  be  fully  indemnified  {St/dam  agt.  Jarkins, 
S  Sanfordj  614). 

The  defendant  was  not  injured  by  the  evidence,  as  there 
was  sufficient  evidence  given  without  objection  to  sustain 
and  warrant  a  much  larger  verdict  (5  Barb.y  283 ;  12  id.y 
382;  13  id.y  116;  19  id.y  343;  1  EiUony  199). 

The  judgment  should  be  affirmed,  with  costs. 

JBy  the  Cotirty  J.  Potter,  J. — This  is  an  appeal  from  a 
judgment  of  the  county  court  of  Otsego  county,  affirming 
the  judgment  of  a  justice's  court,  entered  upon  the  verdict 

•  of  a  JTuy  for  the  plaintiff  for  twenty  dollars  damages. 

The  action  was  brought  to  recover  damages  alleged  to 
have  been  sustained  by  the  plaintiff  in  consequence  of  the 
defendant's  wrongfully,  willfully,  &c.,  entering  plaintiff's 
bam,  taking  plaintiff's  horse  therefrom,  and  going  a  long 
journey,  lasting  several  days ;  also  for  ill-treating  and  over- 
working the  horse,  which  was  thereby  lessened  in  value;  and 
also  for  the  trouble  and  expense  of  plaintiff  in  procuring 
another  horse  to  transact  his  business,  &c.,  in  the  mean  time. 
The  answer  is  a  general  deniaL    Much  of  the  evidence 

upon  the  trial  related  to  the  ownership  of  the  horse ;  but  no 

question  arises  upon  that  subject. 


/ 
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The  horse  was  retarned  to  the  possession  of  the  plaintiflF. 

The  only  question  upon  this  appeal  relates  to  the  evidence 
of  damages. 

The  plaintiff  proved  upon  the  trial  that,  during  the  time 
the  defendant  deprived  plaintiff  of  his  horse,  the  plaintiff  was 
compelled  to  hire  another  horse,  and  to  pay  therefor  the  sum 
of  five  dollars. 

Assuming,  now,  that  such  evidence  was  properly  objected 
to,  the  question  will  be,  was  such  evidence  proper  as  an  item 
or  rule  of  damages  ? 

The  county  court  held  the  evidence  was  improper,  but 
affirmed  the  judgment  notwithstanding ;  holding  that,  though 
the  evidence  was  improper  and  well  objected  to,  it  manifestly 
did  no  harm. 

I  am  inclined  to  think  the  views  of  the  county  judge  were 
erroneous  in  holding  that  the  evidence  was  improper,  and 
harmless  if  improper.  The  gist  of  the  action  was  not  the 
conversion  of  the  horse,  but  for  unlawfully  depriving  plain- 
tiff of  the  use  of  his  horse,  and  for  injuries  done  to  the  horse 
while  thus  depriving  plaintiff  of  the  use,  and  for  compelling 
plaintiff  to  hire  and  pay  out  money  for  a  necessary  substitute 
for  that  of  which  he  had  been  unlawfully  deprived. 

Plaintiff  proved  that  his  necessary  business  required  the 
use  of  a  horse  while  defendant  had  his  horse  ;  that  he  procured 
the  use  of  another  at  the  lowest  price,  and  that  the  price  he 
was  compelled  to  pay  was  just  and  reasonable. 

I  think  the  price  plaintiff  was  compelled  to  pay  being  rea- 
sonable and  the  lowest  he  could  obtain  a  substitute  for,  was 
the  natural,  neoess«ry  and  proximate  consequence  of  defend- 
ant's wrongful  act,  and  was  therefore  an  item  of  legitimate 
damage  and  recoverable  in  this  action. 

In  Bermett  agt.  LochuH>od  (20  Wend,^  223)  and  MoDorudd 
agt.  North  (47  Barh.^  530)  the  court  held  that  time  and 
money  spent  in  looking  up  property  unlawfully  taken  from 
plaintiff  may  be  recovered  for  as  damages. 

In  Alh^t  agt.  The  Bleeok&r  St.  R.  B.  Co.  (2  Ddh/)^  the 
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plaintiff  was  allowed  to  recover  the  profits  of  his  business 
(expressman)  while  he  was  deprived  of  the  use  of  his  horse 
by  defendant's  wrongful  act  and  while  procuring  a  substitute 
{Albany  Zaw  Jov/maly  vol.  8,  125  page\  AUen  agt.  Fox^ 
commission  of  (ippeals). 

In  Syds  agt.  Bay  (4  T.  R.,  264)  it  was  held  plaintiff  might 
recover  what  he  had  been  compelled  to  pay  to  procure 
another. 

This  case  is  affirmed  in  2  Bing.  If.  C.  (7  Ca/r.  cfe  Payne^ 
804). 

It  has  been  held  in  those  English  cases  that  the  owner 
might  recover  the  value  of  carpenters'  and  joiners'  tools,  and 
also  damages  for  loss  of  profits  for  the  necessary  time  it 
required  to  supply  their  place.  I  do  not  doubt  that  such 
proof  was  proper. 

Plaintiff  also  gave  proof  of  what  the  use  of  his  horse  was 
worth  by  the  day  while  defendant  had  liim,  and  also  some 
proof  of  injuries.  This  latter  proof  was  controverted,  and  it 
was  proper  for  the  jury  to  allow  damages  for  such  injuries  if 
they  were  satisfied  the  horse  was  injured  by  defendant. 

Plaintiff  was  compelled  to  hire  a  horse  for  three  of  the  five 
days  defendant  had  plaintiff's  horse. 

It  is  not  to  lie  presumed  when  there  were  several  items  of 
legitimate  damages  that  the  jury  allowed  plaintiff  for  the  sum 
he  was  compeDed  to  pay  out  for  a  horse  for  the  three  days, 
and  also  for  the  two  dollars  a  day  which  the  use  of  a  horse 
was  worth  for  the  five  days  that  defendant  had  plaintiff's 
horse. 

The  presumption  is  that  the  jury  allowed  the  plaintiff  in 
their  verdict  for  the  five  dollars  he  paid  out  for  the  use  of 
another  horse  for  the  three  days  and  for  the  other  two  of  the 
five  days  defendant  had  plaintiff's  horse  at  the  rate  proved, 
and  the  balance  of  their  verdict  was  for  injuries  to  the  horse, 

I  think  the  judgment  should  be  affirmed,  with  costs. 

Pabkeb  and  Boabdman,  JJ.,  concurred. 
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N.  T.  COMMON  PLEAS. 
Langbein  agt.  Oboss. 

Althongfa  section  416  of  the  Code  requires  parties  to  fie  ploadinffi  wtthaiU 
notteSj  yet  where  notice  has  been  given  as  an  act  of  conrtesy,  and  the 
pleadings  haye  not  been  filed,  and  an  affidavit  is  necessary  in  proof  of 
the  omission  and  to  obtain  an  order  to  compel  the  filing,  ten  dollars 
costs  will  be  allowed  the  moving  party  for  his  trouble.* 

Speoial  Term^  September  26^A,  1873. 

The  plaintiff  filed  his  complaint  with  the  clerk  of  the 
court  pursuant  to  section  416  of  the  Code  of  Procedure,  and 
after  waiting  ten  days,  and  defendant  not  filing  his  answer, 
he  served  the  following  notice  on  defendant's  attorney : 

"  Title,  etc.  Sir :  Please  to  take  notice  that  ftie  pleadings 
on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  have  been  filed,  and  you  are 
hereby  required  to  file  with  the  clerk  of  this  court  the  plead- 
ings on  the  part  of  the  defendant  in  this  action  pursuant  to 
section  416  of  the  Code  of  Procedure,  or  In  defisiult  thereof 
I  shall  apply  to  one  of  the  judges  of  this  court,  without 
further  notice,  pursuant  to  said  section,  for  an  order  to  that 
effect,  or  that  the  answer  of  the  defendant  be  deemed 
abandoned  with  costs  of  motion. 

Tours,  etc., 

LOUIS  H.  KG  WAN 

Attorney  for  Plaintiff. 
To  Andbew  G.  Cbopsby,  Esq., 

Attorney  for  Defendant. 

Dated  New  York,  Sept.  Zdy  1873." 

^  Queref  Whether  under  this  decision  most  attorneys  will  not  deem  it 
the  better  practice  to  give  notice  as  an  act  of  courtesy  requiring  the  plead- 
ings to  be  filed.— Rbf. 
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The  defendant  still  not  filing  his  answer  the  plaintiff 
obtained  an  order  without  notice,  upon  an  affidavit  setting 
forth  the  foregoing  facte,  ^'  that  the  defendant,  Jacob  A. 
Gross,  file  his  pleading  in  this  action  with  the  derk  of  this 
court  within  five  days  from  the  service  of  a  copy  of  this 
order,  or  in  default  thereof  the  said  pleading  of  said  defend- 
ant be  deemed  abandoned,  and  that  plaintiffs  now  have  ten 
dollars  costs  of  this  motion." 

Upon  the  service  of  this  order,  the  defendant,  after  wait- 
ing till  the  fifth  day,  filed  the  answer  and  then  served  an 
order  to  show  cause  why  the  order  "  should  not  be  resettled 
by  striking  out  the  provision  or  direction  that  plaintiffs  have 
ten  dollars  costs  of  motion." 

Andrew  G.  Ceopsey,  for  the  defendant  {for  the  motion)^ 
contended  it  was  a  mere  favor  to  plaintiffs  to  have  the  plead- 
ing filed,  and  there  should  be  no  costs,  as  section  416  pro- 
vided for  none,  and  cited  Jones  agt.  United  States  Slate  Co. 
(16  How.  Pr.^  129),  and  Browne  agt.  Anthony  (13  How.  Pr. 
Rep.,  301). 

Gbosgb  F.  Langbein,  plai/nbiff  in  opposition^  cited  section 
315  of  the  Code,  and  contended  that  the  various  steps  neces- 
sary to  compel  a  defendant  unwilling  to  file  his  answer  were 
fully  worth  ten  dollars  costs  which  the  judge,  in  his  discre- 
tion, had  imposed.  • 

J.  F.  Daly,  «/.,  Held  that  section  416  of  the  Code 
required  parties  to  file  pleadings  without  notice,  yet  in  this 
case  notice  to  file  had  been  given  as  a  matter  of  courtesy, 
and  the  pleadings  not  having  been  filed,  and  the  opposite 
party  being  obliged  to  draw  and  present  an  afiidavit  in  proof 
of  his  omission,  ai;id  to  obtain  an  order  to  compel  the  filing, 
it  was  pro})er  to  insert  ten  dollars  costs  in  the  order  for  the 
trouble  the  party  had  been  put  to,  and  therefore  denied  the 
motion. 


L 


62  NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 


Page  agt  McDonnelL 


N.  T.  SUPREME  COURT: 

J.  Augustus  Pagb  agt.  Patrick  McDonnell  et  oL. 

Where  a  purchaser  and  vendor  enter  into  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  real 
estate  free  from  incumbrance,  except  as  stated  in  the  contract,  and  the 
purchaser  makes  a  payment  down  of  a  part  of  the  purchase-money,  the 
remainder  to  be  paid  and  adjusted  at  a  future  day  appointed,  when 
the  deed  is  to  be  delivered,  and  on  the  tender  of  the  deed  by  the  vendor 
on  the  day  specified  the  purcliaser  objects  to  accepting  it  on  the  ground 
of  an  assessment  upon  the  property,  but  says  he  is  willing  to  take  the 
deed  when  the  vendor  can  give  him  a  good  title,  and  on  the  next  day 
the  vendor,  having  paid  rff  the  assessment,  tenders  the  purchaser  the 
deed  again  and  requests  performance  of  the  contract,  which  the  pur- 
chaser refuses  on  the  ground  that  there  are  unexpired  leases  on  the  pro- 
perty, which  was  known  to  the  purchaser  and  provided  for  in  the  con- 
tract, this  last  refusal  of  the  purchaser  to  take  the  title  puts  an  end  to  the 
contract,  and  he  cannot  recover  back  his  payment  made  to  the  vendor. 

Fir%t  Department^  Nefw  York  Oeneral  Termy  May^  1873. 

Before  Ingbaham,  P. «/".,  Lbabnbd  and  Bbadt,  JJ. 

On  the  twenty-fourth  day  of  November,  1868,  the  plaintiff 
and  the  defendants  made  and  execated  the  contract  of  sale 
set  out  in  the  complaint  in  this  action. 

At  the  time  the  premises  described  in  said  contract  were 
subject  to  certain  leases  at  an  aggregate  rent  of  about  $4,200 
a  year,  payable  monthly  in  advance ;  all  of  which  would  expire 
on  the  first  of  May  following. 

The  plaintiff,  when  he  executed  the  contract,  knew  of  the 
existence  of  all  these  leases,  and  the  understanding  was  that 
he  should  receive  the  rents  to  accrue  thereon  from  the  date  of 
the  contract,  in  consideration  of  the  agreement  on  his  part  to 
pay  interest  from  the  same  period  on  the  unpaid  portion  of 
the  purchase-money  for  said  premises. 

On  the  execution  of  the  contract,  the  sum  of  $2,000  wa^ 
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paid  by  the  plaii)tiff  to  the  defendants,  as  and  for  the  first  pay- 
ment said  contract  provided  for. 

On  the  tenth  day  of  February,  1869,  at  one  o'clock  pre- 
cisely, in  the  afternoon  of  that  day,  the  defejQdants  attended 
and  were  at  the  office  of  Beeman  &  Haws,  No.  175  Broad- 
way, in  the  city  of  New  York,  for  the  purpose  of  fulfilling 
their  part  of  said  contract,  and  waited  there  for  the  plaintiff 
over  two  hours. 

The  plaintiff  did  not  make  his  appearance  during  that  time, 
but  the  defendant,  Patrick  McDonnell,  afterwards,  atid  on  the 
same  day,  met  him  in  the  street,  and  tendered  him  a  proper 
deed  for  the  premises  in  question,  which  deed  was  duly  exe- 
cuted and  acknowledged  by  both  of  said  defendants,  and  con- 
tained a  general  warranty  and  the  usual  full  covenants  for 
the  conveying  or  assuring  to  the  plaintiff  the  fee  simple  of 
said  premises,  free  from  all  incumbrances,  except  the  mort- 
gages in  said  contract  referred  to,  and  accompanying  said 
deed  were  the  necessary  United  States  revenue  stamps  there- 
for. 

The  plaintiff  then  objected  that  there  was  a  lien  on  said 
premises  for  an  assessment  for  the  extension  of  Church  street 
between  Fulton  and  Morris  streets,  but  said  he  was  willing  to 
take  the  property  when  the  defendants  could  give  him  a  deed 
according  to  the  contract. 

On  the  next  day,  the  eleventh  of  February,  the  defendant^ 
Patrick  McDonnell,  paid  off  said  assessment,  and  obtained  a 
proper  receipt,  discharging  said  premises  from  the  lien  of  the 
same,  and  showed  such  receipt  to  the  plaintiff,  and  again  ten- 
dered him  the  deed,  together  with  a  statement  in  writing  of 
the  amount  of  rents  which  he  had  collected  on  said  leases, 
since  the  date  of  the  contract,  and  the  money  for  the  same  in 
greenbacks,  and  called  for  the  execution  of  the  contract  on  the 
part  of  the  plaintiff. 

The  plaintiff  again  refused  to  take  the  deed  and  fulfill  on 
Jus  part,  alleging  as  a  reason  that  he  regarded  the  leases  on 
the  premises,  which  would  not  expire  until  the  first  of  May 
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following,  as  incumbrances.  There  were  no  other  leases  on 
said  premises  at  that  time  than  those  which  existed  thereon 
when  the  contract  was  made,  and  of  which  the  plaintiff  had 
knowledge  as  aforesaid.  The  defendant,  Patrick  McDonnell, 
in  reply,  said  that  the  plaintiff  knew  of  these  leases  when  the 
contract  was  made,  and  that  if  he  refused  to  take  the  deed 
and  fulfill  the  agreejnent  on  his  part,  the  defendants  would 
consider  the  agreement  at  an  end.  The  plaintiff  persisted  in 
his  refusal  to  take  the  deed  until  said  leases  should  be  termi- 
nated, and  he  could  have  immediate  possession  of  the  premi- 
ses, but  said  that  "  he  meant  to  have  the  property ;"  and  the 
defendants  afterwards  renewed  the  leases  in  question  for 
another  year. 

0.  QoEPPyfor  the  pUwatiffy  appeUarU. 

I.  The  defendants  did  not  acquire  a  right,  by  plaintiff's 
refusal  to  accept  the  second  tender,  to  consider  the  contract 
at  an  end,  without  returning  the  money  paid  by  the  plaintiff. 

"  Generally,  no  contract  can  be  rescinded  by  one  of  the 
parties,  unless  both  can  be  restored  to  the  condition  in  which 
they  were  before  the  contract  was  made"  (2  Par8.  on  Contr.j 
679  /  and  seefuUy  id.^note  [a]  dti/ng  Hunt  agt.  SiUs^  5  East^ 
249). 

If  Mr.  Page's  refusal  to  accept  on  the  11th  of  February 
was  a  breach  of  his  contract,  the  defendants  had  their  choice 
of  two  remedies ;  one  to  return  the  $2,000  and  rescind  the 
contract,  the  other  to  bring  an  action  for  specific  pertbrmance, 
or  for  their  damages,  if  they  had  sustained  any.  They  can- 
not rescind  the  contract  and  nevertheless  keep  the  money 
received  upon  it.  They  elected  to  rescind,  but  did  not  return 
the  money. 

Junhvna  agt.  Simpson  (14  Maine^  364),  is  a  case  closely  in 
point.  Simpson  had  exchanged  oxen  with  Junkins,  and  had 
paid  him  ten  dollars  to  boot.  Junkins  discovered  that  the 
oxen  received  by  him  were  subject  to  a  mortgage.    He  drove 
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them  back,  and  took  his  original  oxen  home  again.  Heldy 
that  he  had  no  right  to  rescind  the  contract  without  refunding 
the  ten  dollars. 

A  contract  cannot  be  rescinded  bj  one  of  the  parties  for 
the  de&ult  of  the  other,  unless  both  of  them  can  be  put  in 
the  same  state  as  before  the  contract.  It  cannot  be  rescinded 
%8  to  one  party,  and  remain  in  force  as  to  the  other.  It  must 
be  rescinded  in  toto,  and  if  the  party  rescinding  has  received 
property  of  any  value,  however  inconsiderable,  under  the  con- 
tract, he  must  restore  it  to  the  other  party  (Wilde,  J.,  in 
Coolridffe  agt.  Brighcmiy  2  Metcalfe  650). 

Where  a  vendee  seeks  to  rescind  for  want  of  title  in  the 
vendor,  he  must  restore  to  the  vendor  all  he  received,  and 
place  him  back  in  his  original  position  {Brown  agt.  WiUer^  10 
Ohio,  142). 

Assuming,  for  the  sake  of  argument,  that  Mr.  Page  was  in 
default  in  refusing  to  accept  the  conveyance  on  the  eleventh  of 
February,  he  did  not  thereby  forfeit  the  $2,000.  Had  the 
McDonnells  claimed  specific  performance.  Page  would  have 
been  entitled  to  his  credit  for  the  $2,000  on  the  purchase 
money.  Had  they  sued  for  damages,  he  would  have  been 
entitled  to  recoup  the  $2,000  against  any  damages  they  could 
have  shown.  They  did  neither,  but  elected  to  rescind  the 
contract.  This  leaves  them  liable  to  return  the  plaintiff  the 
$2,000  with  their  interest. 

Under  the  Code  this  court  has  the  most  ample  powers  to 
give  equitable  relief  in  this  action,  and  relief  to  which  the 
fikcts  proved  entitle  the  plaintiff,  without  regard  to  the  form 
of  the  prayer  of  his  complaint. 

The  case  of  Ketoh/u/m  agt.  Evertson,  cited  by  the  court 
below,  to  the  point  that  Mr.  Page  cannot  recover  the  hand 
money,  proceeded  on  the  assumption  that  the  plaintiff  (the 
vendee)  had  himself  violated  the  contract.  If  we  succeed  in 
showing  that  Mr.  iPaige  was  not  in  default,  the  principle  of 
Ketchum  a^t.  Evertson  does  not  apply.  But  not  only  was 
the  plaintiff  in  default,  in  Ketchum  agt.  Evertaon^  but  the 
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defendant  was  not.    Now,  in  the  case  at  bar,  the  defendants 
were  clearly  at  fault. 

It  is  this  circumstance  which  distinguishes  KeLchvmi  agt. 
EoerUofi  from  Raymond  agt.  Beamard  (12  Johna.^,  274). 
There  the  plaintiff  was  in  default,  and  the  defendants  availed 
themselves  of  the  default  to  rescind.  "  Therefore  the  defend- 
ants ought  not  to  be  permitted  to  set  up  the  contract  which« 
they  have  themselves  rescinded  for  holding  the  money 
advanced  "  (1  Term  B.,  133 ;  1  Bos.  <&  Pu.  [iT.  S.],  353 ;  5 
Johns.  B.J  87 ;  7  id.,  132). 

Baymond  agt.  Beamard  is  sustained,  and  the  distinction 
between  it  and  Ketchum  agt.  Evertson  fully  explained,  in 
Monroe  agt.  Beynolds  (47  Barb.y  579).  "  The  mere  neglect 
to  perform  does  not  authorize  the  other  party  to  treat  the 
contract  as  rescinded  or  abandoned.  The  seller  must  go  fur- 
ther "  {Dvbois  agt.  Del.  cfe  Hud.  Cam,.  Co.,  4  Wend,,  289 ; 
Mai/n  agt.  EA,ng,  8  Ba/rb.,  636 ;  Fancher  agt.  Goodman,  29 
id.,  316). 

II.  The  plaintiff  did  not  agree  to  extend  the  defendants' 
time  for  performance,  when  defendants  failed  to  perform  on 
the  10th  of  February,  1869. 

Both  in  the  findings  of  fact  and  in  the  opinion  of  the  court- 
it  is  said  that  "  the  plaintiff  told  McDonnell  he  was  willing 
to  take  the  conveyance  when  McDonnell,  could  give  a  good 
title."  The  witness'  words  are :  "  I  told  him  I  was  ready  to 
take  the  property  if  he  could  give  me  a  deed  according  to 
the  contra^tP  The  difference  between  "  when  "  and  "  if"  is 
not  great,  but  is  suflBclent  to  decide  this  question.  The  plain- 
tiff did  not  offer  to  wait  to  a  subsequent  day,  but  offered  to 
comply  then,  if  defendant  would  comply  then.  On  the  eve- 
ning of  that  day  he  had  an  unqualified  election  to  insist  on 
the  specific  performance  of  the  contract,  or  to  claim  damages 
for  its  non-performance,  or  to  rescind  it.  That  election  still 
belongs  to  him,  because  the  defendants  have  declined  to  avail 
themselves  of  the  opportunity  afforded  by  the  notice  of  April 
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The  result  is  that  it  was  entirely  optional  with  the  plaintiflE 
to  take  the  conveyance  on  the  11th  of  February  or  not,  and 
that  if  he  chose  not  to  do  so,  it  is  wholly  immaterial  whether 
the  reason  he  gave  was  a  good  or  a  bad  one.  The  utmost 
effect  that  could  be  given  to  his  refusal,  if  made  for  an  insuf- 
ficient reason,  is  that  he  thereby  waived  his  right  to  specific 
performance. 

in.  The  leases  in  question  were  "incumbrances"  within 
the  meaning  of  the  contract. 

The  court  find,  not  as  matter  of  fact,  but  as  matter  of  law, 
that  the  leases  "  were  not  regarded  by  the  parties,  at  the  time 
they  executed  the  contract,  as  incumbrances."  From  the  cir- 
cumstance that  this  is  found  as  a  conclusion  of  law,  the 
inference  would  arise  that  it  is  the  interpretation  given  to 
the  deed,  without  looking  out  of  its  four  comers.  But  on 
examination  of  the  document,  this  is  hardly  probable. 

There  is  not  a  word  in  the  agreement  that  will  bear  the 
constmction  that  Mr.  Page  agreed  to  buy  subject  to  leases 
and  lettings  to  May  1st,  1869.  The  words  "  and  to  receive 
the  rents  from  the  date  hereof"  import  no  such  agreement  on 
Mr.  Page's  part.  They  are  abundantly  satisfied  by  referring 
them  to  rents  to  accrue  between  November  24th,  1868,  and 
February  10th,  1869,  or  March  1st,  1869,  at  furthest,  to  which 
date  Mr.  Page  probably  understood  them  to  refer. 

The  &ct  that  the  mortgage  and  all  intervening  taxes  and 
assessments  are  expressly  excepted,  would  seem  sufficient 
alone  to  prevent  the  exception  from  being  extended  to  leases. 

That  an  outstanding  lease  is  an  incumbrance  will  not  be 
disputed  {See  Jerome  agt.  ScuddeVj  2  Hobt.y  169). 

On  reference  to  the  opinion  of  the  court,  however,  it 
becomes  manifest  that  this  construction  of  the  instrument  is 
not  drawn  from  the  four  comers.  The  court  say :  "  I  think 
the  parol  evidence  shows  that  when  the  plaintiff  executed  the 
agreement,  the  leases  were  not  regarded  as  incumbrances 
within  the  meaning  of  the  contract." 

So  then  this  finding  is  a  finding  of  &ct,  deduced  from  parol 
Vol.  XLVI  8 
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evidence.  The  opinion  does  not  indicate  how  the  evidence  is 
held  to  prove  the  finding.  We  contend  that  it  is  impossible 
to  draw  such  an  inference  from  the  evidence. 

Taken  most  strongly  for  the  defendant,  McDonnell's  testi- 
mony shows  that  he,  the  vendor,  before  the  agreement  of  sale 
was  made,  informed  the  vendee  that  there  were  then  other 
incumbrances  on  the  property  besides,  the  $14,000  mortgage. 
After  giving  this  information  he,  nevertheless,  covenants, 
under  seal,  to  convey  the  property  on  the  10th  of  February, 
1869,  electa  of  cUl  incumbrances  except  the  mortgage.  Mr. 
Page  had  a  right  to  rely  on  this  covenant,  and  to  assume  that 
McDonnell  would  find  means  to  remove  the  other  incum- 
brances by  the  10th  of  February.  This  is  what  McDonnell, 
by  his  contract,  bound  himself  to  do. 

It  is  an  every-day  occurrence  for  a  vendor  to  covenant  to 
give  a  free  title  in  the  fature  when  there  are  incumbrances  at 
the  time  of  making  the  contract,  and  when  that  fact  is  known 
to  the  vendee. 

If  Mr.  McDonnell  desired  and  intended  to  sell  the  property 
subject  to  leases  up  to  May  1st,  1869,  he  should  have  inserted 
a  provision  to  that  efiect  in  his  sealed  contract  of  sale. 

It  would  be  most  unsound  doctrine  to  hold  that  proof  of 
mere  Tcnowledge  by  a  vendee  of  the  existence,  at  the  time 
of  the  contract,  of  other  incumbrances  than  those  stipulated 
for  in  the  contract,  should  make  it  incumbent  on  him  to 
accept  the  property  subject  to  those  other  incumbrances. 
The  vendor's  covenant  binds  him  to  procure  the  removal  of 
those  incumbrances  before  the  time  of  conveying,  and  the 
vendee  has  a  right  to  rely  on  that  covenant,  and  is  presumed 
to  do  so. 

A  vendor  agrees  to  sell,  clear  of  incumbrances,  except  a 
first  mortgage  of  $14,000.  At  the  tinle  the  agreement  is 
made,  the  property  is  under  a  l,ease  of  five  years,  of  which 
the  vendee  has  notice.  The  time  for  giving  possession 
arrives,  and  the  lease  has  not  been  canceled  nor  removed. 
Is  the  vendee  bound  to  accept?    Certainly  not.    A  vendor 
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may  covenant  to  make  title  at  a  future  day  to  land  which  he 
does  not  even  own.  K  he  has  not  succeeded  in  obtaining  a 
title  when  the  time  for  conveying  arrives,  can  he  defeat  the 
vendee's  suit  to  recover  back  the  money  paid  by  him,  and 
damages,  by  proof  that  the  vendee  knew,  at  the  time  of 
making  the  contract,  that  the  vendor  had  no  title  i  There  is 
no  reason  why  he  should. 

This  contract  was  to  procure  the  title  in  time  to  make  the 
conveyance  according  to  the  contract. 

IV.  Parol  evidence  was  not  admissible  to  show  that  the 
leases  on  the  premises  were  not  regarded  by  the  parties  as 
moumbfaneee  within  the  meaning  of  the  word  incumbranceSy 
as  used  in  the  agreement. 

The  court  below  very  unqualifiedly  lay  down  the  law,  that 
such  evidence  was  admissible,  and  imply  that  authorities 
need  not  be  cited  in  support  of  the  position.  It  is  a  point 
on  which  cases  are  exceedingly  numerous.  But  it  is  admit- 
ted that  there  is  a  line  of  distinction  somewhere  /  and  the 
line  has  been  said  to  be  that  extrinsic  testimony  can  only 
explain  and  identify  the  svhject-wMter^  but  can  never  qualify 
the  operation  of  the  contract.  Now  these  leases  were  cer- 
tainly not  the  subject-matter ;  the  word  occurs  in  fixing  the 
d^ree  of  security  the  purchaser  was  to  have  for  his  purchase. 

K  Mr.  Parsons  correctly  states  the  law,  no  evidencey  parol 
or  other,  could  be  received  to  show  that  the  parties,  in  using 
the  word  incumbrances,  did  not  mean  what  they  said.  "  We 
cannot,"  says  Willes,  0.  J.,  in  Parkhurst  agt.  Smith  ( WiUes 
332),  put  a  construction  on  the  words  of  a  deed  directly  con- 
trary to  the  plain  sense  of  them."  "  Words,"  says  Mr.  Par- 
sons {^L  2,  p.  494),  "  must  not  be  forced  away  from  their 
proper  signification  to  one  entirely  different,  although  it 
might  be  obvious  that  the  words  used,  either  through 
ignorance  or  inadvertence,  expressed  a  very  different  mean- 
ing from  that  intended."  "If  the  words  employed  were 
those  intended  to  be  used,  but  their  actual  meaning  was 
totally  different  from  that  which  the  parties  supposed  and 
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intended  them  to  bear,  still  this  actual  meaning  woald  be 
held  to  be  their  legal  meaning"  (In p.  496,  citing  Adcmuf 
Equity^  p.  169,  et  seq.). 

"  A  contract  may  be  enforced  in  its  plain  and  natural,  or 
in  its  legal  meaning,  although  evidence  be  offered  tending  to 
show  that  the  intention  of  the  parties  differed  absolutely 
from  .  their  language,  unless  the  transaction  be  void  from 
fra^,  illegality,  incapacity,  or  in  some  similar  way  "  (2  Para. 
ConU.^  666). 

A  written  agreement  to  pay  $7,000  for  building  a  conduit 
does  not  bind  the  payor  to  refund  the  fee  paid  for  a  license 
to  top  the  sewer ;  and  parol  proof  cannot  be  received  to  the 
contrary  {Thorp  agt.  Robb^  4  Keyea^  546). 

Transfer  of  all  the  assets  of  a  firm  includes  a  bank  account 
unknown  to  all  the  parties;  and  parol  proof  cannot  be 
received  that  an  inventory  was  made  at  the  time,  omitting 
the  account  {Crane  agt.  Union  Bk.  Hochester^  4  Keyesy  558). 

Clear  and  distinct  contract,  as  for  carrying  specie,  cannot 
be  qualified  by  oral  proof  of  custom,  as  that  the  carrier  was 
not  responsible  for  a  loss  occurring  on  the  Isthmus  {Simmons 
agt.  Lanjo^  3  Keyes^  217). 

Even  a  mistake  which  would  have  been  corrected  in  equity 
cannot  be  corrected  in  a  trial  at  law  by  proof  of  conversations 
at  the  time  {Bush  agt.  TiUy,  49  Ba/rh.,  604). 

V.  It  is  not  proved  that  the  plaintiff  knew  of  the  leases  on 
the  property  when  he  executed  the  contract. 

Mr.  Page's  account  of  the  conversation  had  before  the 
making  of  the  contract  is  the  most  probable  and  the  most 
worthy  of  belief. 

Mr.  Haws^a  disinterested  witness,  who  was  present,  and 
listened,  and,  as  Mr.  McDonnell  says,  was  very  anxious  to 
bring  about  this  sale,  heard  no  such  information  given  to  Mr. 
Page. 

The  burden  of  proving  knowledge  on  the  part  of  Mr.  Page, 
if  material,  was  on  the  defense.  They  produce  but  one  wit- 
ness, the  defendant,  Patrick,  himself,  who  is  positively  con- 
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tradicted  by  Mr.  Page.  This  leaves  the  allegation  of  know- 
ledge "  unproven."  Hr.  Haws*  testimony  is,  negatively  at 
least,  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  and  against  the  defendants.  The 
preponderance  of  evidence  on  this  question  of  knowledge  is 
not  only  not  in  defendants'  favor,  but  is  positively  against 
them.  • 

Mr.  Page  nndonbtedly  knew  that  the  premises  were  occu- 
pied and  were  bringing  rent.  He  was  not  informed  until 
what  time  they  were  let.  He  supposed  (as  he  had  a  right  to 
suppose)  that  they  were  let  from  month  to  month,  and  assumed 
that  he  would  obtain  possession  by  the  1st  of  March,  1869,  at 
the  latest.  He  took  McDonrKdPa  covenant  that  he  should 
ha/oejpoesession  on  the  tenth  of  Fehmary, 
-  The  statute,  which  provides  that  in  the  city  of  New  York 
any  indefinite  letting  shall  be  held  to  be  a  letting  until  the 
first  of  May  then  next,  does  not  affect  H;he  question.  When 
a  party  about  to  buy  property  is  informed  that  it  is  then  occu- 
pied, this  statute  raises  no  presumption  that  it  is  occupied  to 
the  first  of  May  then  next.  Notwithstanding  this  statute,  there 
are  many  definite  lettings  of  property  for  a  month  or  less.  A 
great  deal  of  property  in  New  York  is  habitually  and  con- 
stantly let  from  month  to  month.  Mr.  Page's  knowledge 
that  the  property  was  occupied  is  not  knowledge  that  it  was 
to  let  to  May  1st,  1869. 

VI.  Appellant's  first  and  eighth  exceptions  to  evidence  were 
well  taken.  After  having  proved  the  contract,  the  offer  to 
perform  by  appellant,  and  the  breach,  appellant  offered  to 
show  that  about  the  time  of  the  breach  the  property  went  up 
in  value  and  the  plaintiff  could  have  sold  it  at  an  advance. 
This  evidence  was  excluded. 

Unfortunately,  the  counsel  who  tried  the  cause  for  the 
plaintiff  is  deceased,  and  the  bills  of  exception  do  not  disclose 
the  reason  of  the  exclusion. 

The  general  rule  that  the  measure  of  damages  is  the  highest 
market  price  noted  between  the  time  of  the  breach  and  that 
of  the  trial  will  not  be  disputed. 
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Nor  is  it  perceived  that  there  is  room  to  contend  that  any 
circamstance  takes  the  case  at  bar  out  of  that  general  rule. 

It  cannot  be  said  that  the  plaintiff  had  laid  no  ground  for 
the  question.  The  making  of  the  contract  was  admitted  in 
the  answer.  It  was  not  pretended  that  defendant  had  per- 
formed. The  testimony  then  given  shows  he  could  not.  The 
defendant  admitted  that  plaintiff  had  offered  in  writing  to 
perform  on  his  part  on  the  29th  of  April,  1869,  and  it  was 
proved  that  on  the  tenth  of  February  he  had  told  defendant 
he  was  ready  to  take  the  property  if  defendant  could  give 
him  a  deed  according  to  the  contract,  and  that  plaintiff  '^  was 
ready  to  pay  the  money  at  any  time  defendant  was  ready  to 
give  the  deed." 

YII.  Appellant's  second  and  ninth  exceptions  to  evidence 
were  well  taken. 

The  loss  of  interest,  if  sustained,  is  certainly  an  element 
in  the  computation  of  damaged. 

As  argued  under  the  former  exception,  sufficient  ground 
for  this  question  had  clearly  been  laid. 

VIII.  Plaintiff's  sixth  exception  to  evidence  was  well 
taken. 

Plaintiff's  counsel  desired  to  ask  the  plaintiff,  who  was  on 
the  stand :  ^^  When  you  made  that  agreement,  did  you  or  not 
expect  to  get  actual  possession  on  the  10th  of  February,  1869  ?" 

The  expectations  of  a  witness  are  always  immaterial ;  but 
the  expectation  of  the  pcM^  in  this  case  is  the  lever  by  which 
the  defendants  are  endeavoring  to  overturn  their  own  sealed 
agreement.  It  is  the  issue  of  their  own  making.  While  the 
answer,  if  given,  would  not  have  been  the  weightiest  sort  of 
evidence,  it  is  not  perceived  on  what  principle  it  could  be 
excluded. 

IX.  Appellant's  seventh  exception  to  evidence  is  well 
taken. 

The  plaintiff's  counsel  offered  to  ask  the  question  :  "  What 
is  the  customary  way  of  letting  parts  of  houses  in  the  city 
of  New  York?"    ' 
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Id  the  absence  of  direct  information  in  the  particular  case, 
the  plaintiff,  on  being  told  that  the  houses  were  let  in  apart- 
ments, had  the  right  to  presume  that  they  were  let  accorctiilg 
to  the  custom  of  the  place. 

Coles  MoRBis,/or  dtfendantSy  respondents, 

I.  Most  of  the  foregoing  facts  are  undisputed,  and  the  rest 
have  been  found  by  the  learned  justice  who  tried  the  case 
upon  a  conflict  of  evidence.  These  findings  will  not-be  dis- 
turbed by  this  court  {Baker  agt.  Spencer^  68  Ba/rh^  S.  <7.  i?., 
p.  250). 

II.  The  plaintiff  did  not  request  the  said  justice  to  find 
either  of  the  fstcis  stated  in  either  of  his  exceptions  twelfth, 
thirteenth,  fourteenth,  fifteenth  or  sixteenth,  set  out  on  pages 
47  and  48  of  the  case.  There  is  no  evidence  in  the  case  of 
his  having  made  any  such  request. 

III.  The  plaintiff  did  not  treat  the  inability  of  the  defend- 
ants on  the  10th  of  February,  1869,  to  convey  as  they  had 
agreed,  as  putting  an  end  to  the  contracti  but  quite  the  con- 
trary ;  and  the  rights  of  the  parties  in  this  action  depend  on 
the  transactions  which  took  place  between  them  on  the 
11th  day  of  February,  1869,  when  the  second  tender  of  the 
deed  was  made. 

It  is  entirely  immaterial  what  objections  the  plaintiff  made 
to  the  title  offered  to  him  by  the  defendants  on  the  10th  of 
February,  1869.    He  did  not  rescind  the  contract  on  account 
of  any  such  objection,  but  said  he  was  willing  to  take  the 
property  when  the  defendants  could  give  him  a  deed  accord- 
ing to  the  contract.    The  defendants  having  paid  off  the  assess- 
ment for  the  extension  of  Church  street,  and  made  a  second 
tender  of  the  deed,  &c.,  on  the  11th  day  of  February,  1869, 
the  only  question  is  whether  they  were  able  on  that  day 
to  convey  to  the  plaintiff  the  premises  in  question  in  accord- 
ance with  their  contract.    There  is  no  question  that  the  deed 
which  they  then  tendered  to  the  plaintiff  was  unobjectionable 
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in  form,  and  that  Bimultaneously  therewith  they  also  tendered 
Ux  the  plaintiff  the  rents  which  had  accrued  from  the  premises 
from  the  date  of  the  contract. 

Besides,  even  on  the  said  11th  day  of  February,  1869, 
the  plaintiff,  while  still  objecting  to  the  title,  said  that  he 
"  meant  to  have  the  property." 

IV.  The  only  objection  which  the  plaintiff  made  to  the 
title  offered  to  him  by  the  defendants  on  the  11th  of 
February,  1869,  was  that  he  regardod  the  leases  on  the  pre- 
mises, which  would  not  expire  until  first  May  following,  as 
incumbrances  not  excepted  by  the  contract.  There  were  no 
other  leases  on  said  premises  at  that  time  than  those  which 
existed  thereon  when  the  contract  was  made.  And  the  plain- 
tiff does  not  deny  that  he  had  knowledge  of  the  existence  of 
such  leases,  but  he  says  he  thought  they  were  "  monthly 
leases "  and  did  not  know  that  some  of  them  would  expire 
until  Ist  May,  1869.  The  defendant,  Patrick  McDonnell, 
on  the  other  hand,  testifies  that  before  the  contract  was  signed, 
he  was  asked  how  soon  the  leases  would  expire,  and  that  he 
expressly  told  the  plaintiff  "  that  there  were  some  verbal  and 
some  written  leases,  and  that  they  all  expired  on  first  May 
next  ensuing."  And  the  said  justice,  upon  this  conflict  of 
testimony,  has  found  this  fact  in  favor  of  the  defendants.  But 
there  being  no  pretense  of  a  misrepresentation  or  fraudulent 
concealment  of  this  fact  by  the  defendants  (if  it  were  a  fact), 
the  plaintiff's  want  of  knowledge  or  mistake  in  relation  to  it 
is  entirely  immaterial. 

Such  want  of  knowledge  or  mistake  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff  would  not  avail  him,  under  the  circumstances  of 
this  case,  even  if  the  action  had  been  brought  for  the  express 
purpose  of  obtaining  relief  from  the  contract  in  question  on 
that  ground,  and  recovering  the  purchase- money  paid  (  WU- 
larcPs  Eq.  Jv/r.^  p.  71 ;  Taylor  agt.  Fleet^  4  £arb.y  S.  O.  B.j 
p.  108). 

The  mistake  must  be  as  to  a  fact  of  such  a  nature  that  the 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.  65 


Page  agt.  McDonnell. 


party  could  not  by  reasonable  diligence  get  knowledge  of  it 
when  put  upon  inquiry  (/(i.,  opinion  Edwabds,  J.). 

V.  There  cannot  be  a  question  that  parol  evidence  was 
admissible  to  show  that  the  said  leases  were  not  regarded  by 
the  parties  as  incumbrances  within  the  meaning  of  the  word 
incumbrances,  as  used  in  the  clause  of  the  contract  providing 
that  the  conveyance  was  to  be  free  of  all  incumbrances,  except, 
&c.,  at  the  time  they  executed  the  contract. 

It  is  a  cardinal  point  in  the  construction  of  contracts  that 
the  intention  of  the  parties  is  to  be  inquired  into,  and  if  not 
forbidden  by  law  is  to  be  effectuated.  Too  much  regard  is  not 
to  be  had  to  the  proper  and  exact  signification  of  words  and 
sentences,  so  as  to  prevent  the  simple  intention  of  the  parties 
from  taking  eifect;  and  whenever  the  language  used  is  sus- 
ceptible of  more  than  one  interpretation,  the  courts  will  look 
at  the  surrounding  circumstances  existing  when  the  contract 
was  entered  into,  the  situation  of  the  parties  and  of  the  sub- 
ject-matter of  the  instrument.  To  this  extent,  at  least,  the 
well  settled  rule  is  that  extraneous  evidence  is  admissible  to 
aid  in  the  construction  of  written  contracts  {French  agt.  Car- 
harty  1  CorrtBtocJdB  JR.^p.  102;  Bridger  agt.  Pierson^  45  N, 
r.,  604 ;  Greenleaf'a  Ev.,  vol.  1,  §  286).  - 

VI.  Considering  the' provision  of  the  contract,  that  the 
plaintiff  was  to  receive  the  rents  of  the  premises  from  the 
date  of  the  contract,  the  parol  evidence  which  was  admitted 
and  given  shows  beyond  a  doubt  that  the  leases  which  were 
on  the  premises  at  the  time  the  contract  was  executed  were 
not  then  regarded  by  the  parties  as  incumbrances  within  the 
meaning  of  the  contract.  The  contract  not  only  recognizes 
their  existence,  but  expressly  provides  that  the  plaintiff  should 
receive  the  rents  to  accrue  therefrom  from  the  date  of  the 
contract  {Pease  agt.  Chrvft^  31  N.  Y.  R.y  jp,  141,  which  is 
direcHy  in  point,  and  nearly  on  all  fours  with  this  case). 

Vn.  But  if  such  parol  evidence  was  improperly  admitted, 
we  contend,  as  we  claimed  on  the  trial,  that  the  contract  itself 
contains  sufficient  evidence  that  the  plaintiff,  when  he  signed 
Vol.  XLVl  9 
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it,  had  knowledge  of  leases  then  existing  on  these  premises, 
the  rent  to  accrue  from  which,  from  the  date  of  the  contract, 
it  is  therein  stipulated  should  be  paid  to  him. 

There  would  be  no  meaning  in  this  stipulation  unless  those 
leases  were  to  continue  in  existence  to  the  day  appointed  for 
the  completion  of  the  sale,  and  the  plaintiff,  therefore,  had  no 
right  to  object  to  any  lease  existing  on  the  premises  on  that 
day,  unless  it  was  not  in  existence  on  the  day  of  the  date  of 
the  contract,  and  the  burden  of  proving  that  fact  was  on  him. 

It  was  argued,  on  the  other  side,  that  the  word  "  rents,"  in 
the  contract,  was  used  as  a  technical  term,  descriptive  of  the 
estate  intended  to  be  conveyed,  and  does  not  necessarily  imply 
the  existence  of  leases  on  the  premises,  the  conveyance  of  real 
.estate  with  its  rents  being  another  way  of  signifying  that  the 
conveyance  was  to  be  in  fee. 

But  it  must  be  remembered  that  this  contract  was  not 
drawn  by  counsel  learned  in  the  law,  but  by  one  of  the  real 
estate  agents  concerned  in  the  sale,  and  the  word  ^^  rentSy^  as 
used  by  him,  is  therefore  to  be  interpreted  according  to  its 
plavriy  ordma/ry  andpoftdar  sense  {Per  Lard  Ellenbobouoh, 
Robertson  agt.  French^  4t.East.j  135;  1  JBl.  Comm.yp.  69; 
Sedg.  on  Stat.  <fe  Cons.  Zawyp.  236 ;  ChUty  on  ContactSj  p. 
80). 

Knowledge  of  the  existence  of  leases  on  the  premises  at  the 
time  the  contract  was  made  was  sufficient  to  put  the  plaintiff 
upon  inquiry,  and  was  an  implied  notice  ^o  him  of  the  rights 
of  the  tenants  thereunder  {See  Williamson  agt.  Brovm^  15  N. 
Y.  -B.,  p.  354,  which  remews  aU  the  cases  on  this  point). 

This  rule  is  that  a  party  in  possession  of  certain  informa- 
tion will  be  chargeable  with  a  knowledge  of  all  facts  which 
an  inquiry  suggested  by  such  information,  prosecuted  with 
due  diligence,  would  have  disclosed  to  him  {Id.  /  The  Kingston 
Bank  agt.  Mtinge,  40  If.  Y.,  396,  per  Hunt,  Oh.  Comm.). 

VIII.  It  follows  that  the  defendants  were  able,. on  the  said 
11th  day  of  February,  1869,  to  convey  to  the  plaintiff  the 
premises  in  question,  in  accordance  with  their  contract,  and 
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duly  offered  to  perform  all  the  conditions  of  said  contract  on 
their  part  to  be  performed.  And  that,  therefore,  the  plaintiff 
was  not  justified  in  refosing  the  deed  which  the  defendants 
then  tendered  to  him. 

IX.  The  subsequent  written  offer  of  the  plaintiff,  made  on 
the  29th  April,  1869,  was  too  late,  even  if  it  had  not  been 
conpled,  as  it  was,  with  the  condition  that  the  premises 
should  be  free  from  all  incumbrances  except  the  mortgage 
provided  for  in  the  contract ;  which  was  equivalent  to  saying 
that  the  plaintiff  still  refused  to  accept  the  deed  if  the  leases 
he  objected  to  on  the  eleventh  February,  1869,  were  still  in 
existence. 

X.  The  plaintiff's  refusal  on  the  11th  February,  1869, 
was  absolute  and  final,  unless  those  leases  should  be  termi- 
nated. And  if,  as  we  have  shown,  he  had  no  right  to  insist 
on  that  condition  then^  the  defendant,  Patrick  McDonnell, 
was  justified  in  renewing  the  leases,  as  he  thereupon  did. 
He  would  have  been  guilty  of  unheard  of  folly  if,  under  the 
circumstances,  he  had  allowed  these  valuable  leases  to  expire. 

XI.  The  plaintiff  has  never  offered,  but,  on  the  contrary, 
has  expressly  refused,  to  accept  a  deed  for  the  premises  in 
question  subject  to  said  leases,  and  he  does  not  even  in  this 
action  pray  for  a  specific  performance  of  said  contract  unless 
he  can  get  possession  of  said  premises  free  from  such  leases. 

XII.  And  under  the  circumstances  of  this  case  he  cannot 
recover  back  the  $2,000  paid  by  him  on  account  of  the  puj- 
chase-money  (Ketchum  agt.  EverUon^  13  Johns.y  363;  Ste- 
phens agt. .  Bewrdy  4  Wend.^  60i>;  Simon  agt.  Kaliekej  6 
AbbotCe  P.  R,  \N.  iS.],  224 ;  Hmiahrough  9^,  Peck^  decided 
in  the  svpreme  covH  of  the  United  States^  and  reported  in 
the  American  Law  Register ^  new  series,  vol.  7,  p.  77). 

Xin.  There  is  nothing  in  the  point  attempted  to  be  made 
by  the  plaintiff,  that  the  defetidants  have  rescinded  the  con- 
tract in  question,  and  that,  therefore,  upon  settled  principles 
of  law  and  equity,  he  is  entitled  to  recover  back  the  portion 
of  the  consideration-money  paid  by  him. 
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The  only  ground  on  which  this  is  claimed  is,  that^n  the 
11th  July,  1869,  the  defendant,  Patrick  McDonnell,  told 
the  plaintiff  that  if  he  did  not  accept  the  deed  then  tendered 
him,  he  might  consider  the  bargain  at  an  end,  and  afterwards 
renewed  the  leases  on  the  premises  for  the  following  year. 
This  was  a  proceeding  in  affirmance,  not  in  rescission  of  the 
contract,  by  enforcing  a  right  of  forfeiture  which  the  law  gave 
him,  growing  out  of  said  contract,  upon  the  refusal  of  the 
plaintiff  to  accept  the  deed  duly  tendered  to  him  under  it. 
This  right  was  just  as  strong  as  if  it  had  been  expressly 
reserved  in  the  contract  {See  Hcmshrough  agt.  Pech^  ut  supra  ; 
Chreen  agt.  Chreen^  9  Cowen^p.  46 ;  Haynes  agt.  Hart^  42  Ba/rb.y 
S.  C  H.yp,  58). 

In  this  case,  Johnson,  J.,  says :  "  I  think  no  case  can  be 
found  where  a  purchaser  has  been  allowed  to  recover  back 
partial  payments  after  default  in  making  further  payments 
when  the  vendor  has  merely  kept  the  property  agreed  to  be 
sold,  or  sold  it  to  another  in  consequence  of  such  default." 

See  also  Ketchum  agt  Evertson  (13  John.j  p.  364),  in 
which  it  was  held  that  the  sale  of  property  by  the  vendor, 
after  the  refusal  of  the  vendee  to  accept  a  deed  thereof  in 
pursuance  of  his  contract,  was  not  a  rescission  of  the  contract 
by  the  vendor  which  would  entitle  the  vendee  to  recover 
the  portion  of  the  purchase-money  paid. 

Spenceb,  J.,  who  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  says : 
'^  To  say  that  the  subsequent  sale  of  the  land  gives  a  right  to 
the  plaintiffs  to  recover  back  the  money  paid  on  the  contract, 
would,  in  effect,  be  saying  that  the  defendant  could  never  sell 
it  without  subjecting  himself  to  an  action  by  the  plaintiffs. 
The  pkin tiffs  peremptorily  refused  to  falfiU  the  contract;  it 
was  in  vain,  therefore,  to  keep  the  land  for  them.  The  plain- 
tiffi  cannot  by  their  wrongful  act  impose  upon  the  defendant 
the  necessity  of  retaining  property  when  his  exigencies  may 
require  him  to  sell." 

XIY.  Besides,  in  any  aspect  of  the  case,  to  entitle  the 
plaintiff  to  recover  back  the  portion  of  the  purchase-money 
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paid,  he  ehoald  have  tendered  the  residue  of  the  purchase- 
money,  and  demanded  a  deed,  so  as  to  put  the  defendants  in 
default,  which  has  not  been  done  {Hudson  agt.  E.  dk  J,  Sw^ift^ 
20  Johns.  H.,  p,  26). 

XV.  This  result  renders  it  unnecessary  to  consider  the 
plaintiffs  exception  to  the  exclusion  of  the  testimony  offered 
by  him  to  show  that  about  the  months  of  February  and 
March,  1869,  the  property  in  question  went  up  iu  value  and 
could  have  been  sold  at  an  advance.  But  it  is  well  settled 
tjiat  only  nominal  damages  are  recoverable  for  the  failure  by 
a  vendor  to  perform  an  executory  contract  for  the  conveyance 
of  land  made  in  good  faith,  and  broken  without  fraud  by  reason 
of  his  inability  to  make  a  good  title  {See  Conger  agt.  Weeper, 
20  iT.  Y.  R.^p.  140;  PvmpeUey  agt.  PA^«,  40  id.^  p,  66; 
Mack  agt.  Patching  42  id,^  p.  172). 

XVI.  The  judgment  appealed  from  should  be  affirmed, 
with  costs. 

By  the  Cowrt^  Inoraham,  P.  J. — The  plaintiff  had  a  con- 
tract to  purchase  land  of  defendant,  on  which  he  made  a  pay- 
ment. When  the  time  fixed  for  delivering  the  deed  arrived, 
the  plaintiff  objected  to  take  it  on  account  of  an  incumbrance 
of  an  assessment  upon  the  property,  but  said  he  was  willing 
to  take  the  same  when  the  defendants  could  give  a  deed  accord- 
ing to  the  contract. 

The  assessment  was  paid  and  the  deed  tendered  on  the  next 
day.  The  plaintiff  again  refused  to  take  the  title  on  account 
of  leases  which  he  said  were  on  the  property. 

The  justice  found  that  such  leases  were  known  to  plaintiff 
at  the  time  of  the  purchase. 

The  tender  of  performance  by  the  defendants,  and  refusal  of 
plaintiff  to  accept  the  deed,  terminated  the  contract  on  the 
part  of  the  defendants,  if  there  were  no  incumbrances  on  the 
property  at  the  time. 

It  was  not  a  rescission  of  the  contract  on  their  part,  which 
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required  a  repayment  of  the  porcliase  money  to  make  such 
rescission  valid. 

4 

It  was  a  discharge  by  the  plaintiff  of  the  defendants'  obli- 
gation, and  did  not  entitle  him  to  a  repayment  of  the  money 
paid  on  making  the  contract.  Any  such  rule  would  enable  a 
purchaser  on  the  tender  of  a  deed  to  refuse  to  complete  his 
purchase,  and  then  to  claim  back  payment  of  the  amount  ori- 
ginally paid  to  bind  the  contract. 

If  neither  party  seeks  to  enforce  the  contract  on  the  day 
fixed  for  performance,  equity  will  give  relief  afterwards ;  but 
where  the  vendor  tenders  the  deed  and  demands  performance 
on  the  day,  and  the  vendee  refuses,  he  cannot  afterwards  seek 
in  equity  to  be  relieved  from  his  own  voluntary  refusal  to 
perform  his  contract. 

The  case  of  Ketchum  agt  Evertaon  (13  J.  -ff.,  359)  is  in 
point,  both  as  to  the  rights  of  the  plaintiff  to  have  a  decree 
for  specific  performance  or  to  recover  back  the  money  paid 
by  him  on  account  of  the  contract. 

The  only  inquiry,  then,  would  be  whether  there  was  any- 
thing in  the  objection  made  by  the  plaintiff  as  to  the  leases 
on  the  premises  until  May  first  ensuing. 

The  justice  found  that  the  plaintiff  knew  of  s^ch  leases  at 
the  time  of  making  the  contract,  and  they  were  not  consid- 
ered as  incumbrances. 

There  was  no  other  objection  made,  and  the  finding  on  this 
point  is  conclusive  against  the  plaintiff. 

We  think  there  is  nothing  in  the  exceptions  on  the  trial, 
and  that  the  judgment  should  be  affirmed. 

Wm.  L.  Leabned  and  Jno.  B.  Brady,  JJ.,  concurred. 
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Benjamin  F.  Allen,  William  A.  Stephens  and  Herman 

Slennsshasset  agt.  The  Soandinayian  National  Bank. 

• 

In  an  action  on  a  bill  of  exchange  against  an  insolvent  national  bank  of 
another  state,  which  has  funds  deposited  in  a  bank  in  this  state,  and  in 
which  action  an  attachment  is  issued  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiffs  and  said 
funds  are  attached,  this  court  has  jurisdiction  of  the  action  and  of  the 
attachment  proceedings  under  it. 

The  receiver  of  such  foreign  national  bank  not  being  a  party  to  the  action, 
has  no  status  which  authorizes  him  to  move  to  set  aside  the  attachment 
proceedings. 

Where  the  receiver  of  such  foreign  national  bank  files  a  bill  in  equity  in  the 
United  Stales  circuit  court  against  the  plainti^  in  the  attachment  suit 
and  the  sheriff  who  served  the  attachment,  and  moves  the  court  upon 
the  bill  and  upon  affidavits  for  an  injunction  to  stay  all  proceedings  in 
the  attachment  suit  and  for  a  recewer  to  take  charge  of  the  ^nds  pend- 
ing the  litigation,  on  the  ground  that  the  United  States  court  has  exclu- 
sive jurisdiction  of  said  insolvent  national  bank  and  is  entitled  through 
its  receiver  to  the  custody  and  control  of  the  funds  so  attache<f,  the 
motion  both  for  the  injunction  and  receiver  will  be  denied. 

New  Tark  General  Tenriy  May,  1873. 

Before  Inoraham,  P.  e/.,  a/nd  Bbadt,  J. 

This  is  an  appeal  by  the  above  named  defendant  to  the 
general  term  of  this  court  from  an  order  of  special  term 
entered  on  the  5th  day  of  March,  1873,  denying  a  motion  to 
vacate  and  set  aside  an  attachment  and  order  of  publication. 

The  action  was  commenced  by  summons  and  complaint 
upon  a  bill  of  exchange  made  by  the  defendant,  a  corpora- 
tion located  and  doing  business  at  the  city  of  Chicago,  in  the 
state  of  Illinois,  to  the  plaintiffs,  residents  of  the  city  of 
New  York,  dated  December  9th,  1872,  at  Chicago,  who 
directed  the  same  to  the  National  Broadway  Bank  of  the  city 
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of  New  York,  the  defendant's  corresponding  bank,  requiring 
the  National  Broadway  Bank  to  pay  to  the  order  of  the 
plaintiffs  the  sum  of  $650  at  sight  for  value  received.  The 
complaint  charged  that  this  sum  was  due  and  owing  the 
plaintiff  from  the  defendant,  and  demanded  judgment  against 
the  defendant  for  said  sum,  with  interest  from  December  9th, 
1872.  Upon  this  complaint  and  affidavits  of  the  plaintiff, 
showing  that  the  defendant  was  a  foreign  corporation  organ- 
ized under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  congress  of  the  United 
States,  passed  June  3d,  1864,  and  the  amendments  thereof, 
doing  business  at  Chicago,  Illinois ;  and  that  the  defendant 
had  property  within  the  state  of  New  York  consisting  of  a 
sum  of  money,  an  attachment  was  issued  on  the  12th  Decem- 
ber, 1872,  against  the  defendant ;  upon  which  attachment  the 
sheriff  of  the  city  and  county  of  New  York  attached  the 
funds  deposited  by  the  defendant  in  the  Broadway  National 
Bank  on  the  13th  December,  1872.  On  the  19th  December, 
1872,  an  order  for  the  publication  of  the  summons  was 
obtained  and  its  publication  immediately  thereafter  com- 
menced. 

The  defendant,  by  the  United  States  district  attorney  for 
the  southern  district  of  New  York,  acting  for  the  receiver, 
before  the  time  to  answer  expired,  upon  an  affidavit  stating 
that  prior  to  the  commencement  of  this  action,  on  or  about 
December  11th,  1872,  the  defendant  suspended  and  became 
insolvent  according  to  the  act  of  congress  of  June  3d,  1864, 
and  acts  amendatory  thereof,  and  on  the  18th  December, 
1872,  Jacob  D.  Harvey  was  appointed  receiver  by  the  comp- 
troller of  the  currency,  applied,  as  such  receiver,  to  a  justice 
of  this  court  for  and  obtained  an  order  for  the  plaintiffs  to 
show  cause,  at  a  special  term  to  be  held  on  the  third  Monday 
of  February,  1873,  why  the  warrant  of  attachment  and  pro- 
ceedings under  it  should  not  be  set  aside,  on  the  ground, 
among  others,  that  this  court  has  no  jurisdiction,  and  that 
the  continuance  of  said  proceedings  in  this  action,  and  o{ 
said  attachment  is  in  violation  of  said  acts  of  congress ;  and 


NEW  YORK  PRACTIC5E  REPORTS.  7S 

Allen  agt.  The  Scandinayian  National  Bank. 

—  -   ■  -       -  - 

that  the  attachment  was  issued  after  the  commission  of  the 
act  of  insolvency  by  the  defendant,  and  with  a  view  to  pre- 
vent the  application  of  its  assets  as  prescribed  in  said  acts  of 
congress,  and  to  prefer  the  plaintiffs  in  this  action  by  securing 
to  them  their  claim  in  full  from  said  assets  in  preference  to 
other  creditors,  or  the  ratable  proportion  of  said  assets  that 
might  be  found  due  to  the  plaintiffs  under  said  acts. 

On  the  5th  of  March,  1873,  the  order  to  show  cause  was 
argued  before  judge  Fanghsb,  who  made  his  decision  as 
follows :  ^'  So  far  as  the  defendant  is  concerned,  the  attach- 
ment was  properly  granted  (50  Barh,^  339),  and  the  case  of 
Tracy  agt.  First  National  JBa/nk  of  Sdma  (37  N.  Y.  B., 
525)  decides  that  the  receiver  has  no  status  in  the  action  to 
make  a  motion  to  vacate  the  attachment.  The  receiver  must 
assert  his  title  in  some  other  manner.  Motion  denied. 
From  this  decision  the  defendant  appealed  to  the  general 
term. 

Geosgb  Bliss  &  H.  Edwin  Tbemain,  attorneys  ami  oov/n- 
sdfor  defendant  and  a/pp€Uam.t 

The  summons  in  this  action  is  dated  December  12th,  1872, 
and  an  attachment  was  issued  December  12th,  1872,  against 
defendant,  as  a  foreign  corporation  having  funds  with  Broad- 
way National  Bank,  in  New  York  city. 

The  moving  papers  show  that  the  Scandinavian  National 
Bank  of  Chicago,  Illinois,  where  it  carried  on  business,  sus- 
pended payment,  and  that  its  circulating  notes  were  pro- 
tested before  this  action  was  commenced.  The  receiver  was 
appointed  by  the  comptroller  of  the  currency,  under  the 
linking  act  of  1864  (13  U.  S.  Stat  at  Large^  115),  Decem- 
ber 12th,  1872. 

Plaintiffs  attempt  by  this  action  to  wrest  the  funds  in  the 

Broadway  Bank  from  the  receiver's  control,  to  be  applied  to 

their    alleged    debt.      Defendant    resists;  and   appears  by 

attorney  solely  for  the -purposes  of  the  motion,  which  resulted 
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in  the  order  now  appealed  from.  That  order  denies  defend- 
ant's motion  to  vacate  and  set  aside  the  summons,  warrant  of 
attachment,  order  of  publication,  and  all  proceedings  in  this 
action,  and  to  stay  it  until  further  order. 

This  appeal  involves,  among  other  things,  three  questions : 

(1.)  The  jurisdiction  of  this  court. 

(2.)  The  right  of  a  state  court  to  seize  moneys  belonging 
to  an  insolvent  national  bank,  or  its  receiver ;  and 

(3.)  The  right  of  defendant  to  make  the  motion  denied  at 
special  term. 

I.  Under  sections  8  and  67  of  the  banking  act  of  1864 
(13  Stat,  at  ZargCj  99),  a  national  bank  can  only  be  sued  in  a 
municipal  court  that  acquires  jurisdiction  within  the  county 
or  city  where  the  bank  is  situated  {Hioha^dson  on  Public 
Debt  and  Bankmg  Lanjos^pp.  105, 134, 138 ;  13  U.  S.  Stat,  at 
Zargey  116, 101). 

The  decision  of  Inobahak,  J.,  to  the  contrary  was  at 
special  term  (chambers)  of  this  court,  not  binding  here,  and 
made  when  the  act  was  (1867)  without  much  judicial  con- 
struction. The  report  does  not  show  what  argument  was 
made  before  him  {Cooke  agt.  State  Rational  Bank  of  Boston^ 
50  Ba/rb.,  339). 

Two  years  later  (1869),  the  supreme  court  in  Massachusetts, 
i/n  bancy  unanimously  construed  the  act  of  congress  to  limit 
the  courts  having  jurisdiction  of  such  corporations  to  those 
stated  in  the  act  itself  {Crocker  agt.  Marine  National  Banky 
101  Ma88.y  240). 

In  1873,  an  elaborate  opinion  was  given  by  Blatohpord, 
J.,  to  same  eflfect  {CadUy  RecWy  agt.  Tracy y  etc.y  U.  S.  Cir- 
cuit Court  [not  reported] ). 

The  expression  in  other  sections  (46  and  50,  U.  S.  Stat,  at 
La/rgey  115),  of  a  court  of  "competent  jurisdiction,"  is  an* 
instance  of  the  evident  design  of  the  act  to  keep  matters, 
arising  under  it,  within  the  jurisdictions  described  in  the  act 
itself. 

The  rights  and  immunities  of  a  corporation,  created  out  of 
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this  state,  are  to  be  determined  by  the  law  creating  them 
{Hope  MuituU  Insv/rance  Co.  agt.  JPerkinSy  38  Jf.  Y.j  407). 

The  power  of  congress  to  make  this  limitation  as  to  the 
proper  conrt  in  which  to  sue  will  not  be  disputed ;  and  were 
it  otherwise,  a  state  court,  even  at  general  term,  would  hesi- 
tate to  declare  to  the  contrary,  unless  the  act  is  manifestly 
unconstitutional,  which  no  one  has  ever  seriously  pretended. 

!!•  The  (Scandinavian  Bank  has  no  property  in  New  York 
state.  The  funds  in  the  Broadway  Bank  vest  in  the  receiver, 
as  well  from  his  appointment,  as  from  date  of  insolvency  or 
suspension  (§  52, 13  Stat,  at  Large^  115). 

III.  The  attempt  to  bring  into  this  court,  by  attachment, 
the  funds  lately  of  the  Scandinavian  Bank,  to  be  held  until 
a  determination  of  the  claim  of  plaintiff,  described  .in  the 
complaint,  and  in  the  end  possibly  to  be  appropriated  towards 
the  payment  of  tliat  claim,  is  in  direct  violation  of  law  (§52). 

One  cannot  be  permitted  to  gain  by  adverse  proceedings, 
under  the  guise  of  law,  what  the  law-making  power  has 
declared  he  shall  not  gain.  ^'  Will  the  law  compel  a  payment 
which  the  law  prohibits  ?  "  (  Yenango  National  Bank  agt. 
Tayl&Ty  56  Penna.  B.,  14). 

The  transfer  of  any  funds  belonging  to  the  insolvent  bank, 
to  its  creditor^  or  any  other  person,  is  ei:fT&ssiiy  prohibited. 
If  these  funds  can  be  reached  by  attachment  this  law  is 
nullified. 

IV.  Whether  the  receiver  ought  not  to  be  substituted  as  a 
defendant,  is  not  necessary  to  the  determination  of  this 
motion.  Plaintiff  must  apply  to  the  court  for  such  a 
change,  if  it  can  be  made,  and  if  their  summons  is  not  set 
aside.  The  objection  will  then  be  urged  again  that  the  court 
is  without  power  or  jurisdiction,  and  that  another  method 
has  been  by  law  provided  for  the  determination  and  payment 
of  plaintiff'  daim. 

Even  a  payment,  by  the  receiver  of  a  judgment  upon  an 
execution  in  this  action,  would  be  without  warrant  of  and 
against  the  law,  unless  all  other  creditors  were  also  paid  in 
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lull.    The  law  does  not  permit  to  be  done  indirectly  what 
cannot  be  done  directly. 

V.  The  moneys  in  the  National  Broadway  Bank  are,  and 
were,  when  the  summons  was  issued,  as  if  in  the  custody  of 
a  public  oflScer  of  the  United  States,  by  virtue  of  his  office, 
and  were,  therefore,  subject  only  to  the  authority  controlling 
such  public  officer.  That  authority  is  defined  in  the  act  under 
-which  the  office  is  created  and  the  officer  appointed.  That 
act  is  law  for  this  court. 

(a.)  The  receiver  is  a  public  officer,  an  officer  of  the  United 
States,  for  the  purposes  named  in  the  act  {PlaU,  Heceiver, 
agt.  Beach,  2  Benedict,  303). 

(J.)  The  property  in  the  hands  of  a  public  officer  of  the 
United  States,  coming  to  his  haiads  in  the  exercise  of  his 
office,  and  concerning  which  the  United  States  has  an  interest 
or  lien  or  the  legal  custody  until  its  claims  are  satisfied,  can- 
not  be  reached  by  attachment  {Conrad  agt.  Pacific  Ins,  Co,, 
6  Peters,  262 ;  Harris  agt.  JJennie,  3  Pet.,  292). 

Property  in  the  hands  of  one  national  bank  and  belonging 
to  another  national  bank  cannot  be  diverted  from  its  legal 
channel  because  not  in  the  manual  custody  of  the  home  bank. 
No  greater  rights  can  accrue  to  plaintiffs  upon  moneys  in  the 
hands  of  the  agents  of  the  insolvent  bank  than  would  attach 
to  moneys  in  custody  of  the  insolvent  bank  itself ;  especially 
where  the  same  laws  govern  all  parties  in  respect  to  such 
moneya. 

The  property  is  in  fact,  and  to  all  intents  and  purposes,  in 
cvstodia  legis.  It  is  not,  therefore,  a  proper  subject  of 
attachment. 

VI.  Even  if  this  law  regulating  these  moneys  was  a  mere 
statute  of  another  state,  the  '^  rights  and  immunities  "  under 
it,  "  so  far  as  they  are  consistent  with  our  domestic  policy  and 
unabridged  by  our  own  legislation,  are  entitled  to  recogni- 
tion and  protection  in  the  courts  of  this  state  "  {Merrick  agt. 

Vam,  Santwood,  34  N.  Y,,  208). 
The  act  of  congress,  however,  being  of  a  law-making 
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power  competent  to  make  law  on  this  subject  applicable  to 
Kew  York  state,  positive  enactment  is  substituted  for  this 
well  established  comity. 

VII.  Upon  the  theory  that  the  corporation  ceased  to  exist 
upon  its  insolvency,  it  may  be  said  with  propriety  that  the 
mere  suggestion  that  there  is  no  such  person,  individual  or 
corporate,  as  that  named  as  defendant,  is  sufficient  for  the 
court  to  vacate  its  writs  issued  against  such  a  person  or  his 
property.  The  case  is  then  parallel  to  the  suit  against  a 
deceased  non-resident.  His  estate  is  not  liable  to  attachment, 
but  to  the  administration  thereof  provided  by  law  in  such  cases. 

The  effects  of  a  deceased  person  are  not  liable  to  attach- 
ment {Redfem  agt.  Ruvrmey^  1  Ora/noh  O.  CI,  300 ;  irf.,  352 ; 
5  CrancK  C.  (7.,  469). 

YIII.  As  there  can  be  then  no  attachment  in  this  case  (of 
funds  available  to  plaintiffs  or  otherwise),  so  again  is  this 
court  without  jurisdiction  and  compelled  to  set  aside  all  pro- 
ceedings subsequent  to  the  summons  and  complaint  {as  was 
done  in  5  How.  Pr.^  183).  They  are  not  only  voidable  but 
absolutely  nuD  and  void  {Smggart  agt.  Ha/rbeTy  4  Scammon^ 
37). 

Where  the  exercise  of  a  jurisdiction  is  in  violation  of  law, 
and  cannot  be  justified  by  the  submission  or  consent  of  the 
parties,  the  proceedings  are  wholly  void  {Chriffin  agt.  Danin- 
ffuet/y  2  J)tiery  658 ;  Case  agt.  Terrelly  11  WaUace,  200). 

The  result  of  any  proceeding,  in  an  action  brought  against 
a  foreign  corporation  without  its  voluntary  appearance  (or 
even  after  service  upon  their  managing  agent  under  the  Code), 
and  where  no  attachment  has  been  issued  and  served,  is  that 
the  courts  of  New  York  do  not  get  jurisdiction  of  the  defend- 
dant  so  as  to  render  a  personal  judgment.  The  extent  of 
their  power  is  to  subject  the  property  and  effects  of  such  cor- 
poration within  this  state  to  the  payment  of  its  debts,  by  a 
judgment  in  rem  after  such  property  and  effects  have  been 
attached  under  the  Code  {Brewster  agt.  Mich.  Cent.  R.  R. 
Co.j  5  Haw.  Pr.y  183 ;  Cooper  agt.  Reynolds^  10  PToK.,  308). 
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So  here  this  jurisdiction  can  only  be  made  complete  by  the 
enf(HX^ment  by  this  court  of  its  attachment  against  property 
that,  by  the  "  supreme  law  of  the  land,''  cannot  be  taken  into 
custody  for  any  creditor  or  other  person  except  the  receiver 
appointed  by  law.  "  Jurisdiction  has  reference  to  the  power 
of  the  court  over  the  parties,  over  the  subject-matter,  over 
the  reSj  or  property  in  contest,  and  to  the  authority  of  the 
court  to  render  the  judgment  or  decree  which  it  assumes  to 
make"  {Cooper  agt.  Reynolds^  10  WaU,^  316). 

IX.  The  subject  is  brought  properly  before  this  court  by  a 
motion  in  defendant's  behalf. 

The  motion  is  made  by  defendant. 

1.  In  TVooyagt.  Fvr%t  National  Bank  of  Sehna  {S7  If . 
T,  Hep.),  the  court  of  appeals  hold  that  the  receiver  has  no 
right  to  make  motion  to  vacate  attachment  unless  he  is  made 
a  party ;  and  they  do  not  decide  whether  he  may  or  may  not 
be  made  a  party ;  nor  do  they  decide  that  the  motion  may 
not  be  made  by  the  bank  itself. 

That  our  course  is  proper  is  now  established  by  the  case  of 
Bank  of  Beihd  agt.  Pahquioque  Bank  (14  Wallace^  383), 
where  United  States  supreme  court  hold  that  an  insolvent 
national  bank  may  appear  in  court  by  its  name,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  judicially  determining  a  creditor's  claim. 

The  New  York  supreme  court,  in  30  Barb.j  160,  expressly 
recognize  the  principle  that  a  foreign  corporation  may  appear 
for  the  purposes  of  motion  otftj  in  order  to  raise  jurisdic- 
tional questions. 

All  the  questions  in  this  case  are  of  a  jurisdictional 
character. 

The  jurisdiction  of  the  court  and  the  manner  in  which  it 
is  attempted  to  be  exercised  are  both  called  in  question.  - 

2.  But  the  receiver  is  an  bfficer  of  the  United  States  {See 
Plattj  Bec^r^  agt.  J^ach^  2  Benedict^  303). 

He  cannot  submit  himself  as  a  party  defendant  to  be 
directed  as  such  an  officer  to  the  jurisdiction  of  this  court 
{Case  agt.  TerreU,  11  WaUacCy  200). 
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The  claims  of  the  United  States  are  opposed  to  those  of 
attaching  creditors,  and  they  cannot  be  disposed  of  by  any 
jadgment  of  this  court— even  by  the  voluntary  submission 
to  its  jurisdiction  by  the  said  receiver  or  any  other  United 
States  officer  This  doctrine  is  clearly  set  forth  in  Case  agt. 
TerreU  (11  WaUacey  200). 

3.  The  court  must  act  according  to  the  law  as  it  stands 
npon  the  undisputed  facts  before  it — and  as  though  these 
facts  came  to  its  judicial  knowledge  by  way  of  su^estion,  or 
as  from  amidis  cttrice. 

This  court  should  vacate  the  attachment  and  order  of  pub- 
lication, and  set  aside  the  summons  and  all  subsequent 
proceedings. 

X.  The  order  appealed  from  should  be  reversed  with  costs, 
and  the  proper  order  made  in  the  premises. 

MosRis  &  Billings,  attorneys. 

OoLEs,  Morris  &  Miohael  H.  Cardozo,  of  counsel  for 
plmnUffs  wnd  respondents. 

I.  There  is  a  preliminary  objection  to  the  hearing  of  this 
appeal  which  is  fatal. 

A  motion  to  dissolve  an  attachment,  like  any  other  motion 
in  a  suit,  can  only  be  made*By  a  party  to  the  same. 

Under  sections  121  and  122  of  the  Code  it  was  competent 
for  the  receiver  to  apply  to  make  himself  a  party  to  this 
action.     This  he  has  failed  to  do. 
'  He  is  therefore  a  stranger  to  the  proceedings. 

He  liad  no  status  to  make  the  motion  at  special  term ;  he 
has  none  to  conduct  the  appeal  to  this  court. 

The  case  of  Tracy  agt.  First  National  BamJc  of  Sdma 
(37  N,  Y.  -ff.,  p.  623)  is  directly  in  point  and  conclusive. 

But,  if  it  be  necessary  to  enter  into  the  argument  of  this 
appeal  on  its  merits,  we  respectfully  insist  as  follows : 

n.  The  supreme  court  has  jurisdiction  of  this  action  {Cooke 
agt.  State  National  Bank  of  Boston^  60  Bwrb.^p.  389). 
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in.  This  action  was  not  brought  upon  any  "  i/ransfer  of 
deposit  to  the  credit  of  this  hwnkj^  but  upon  a  bill  of  exchange 
which  is  payable  dheolvAeby  and  at  all  events. 

It  is  abundantly  settled  that  a  draft,  not  specifically  drawn 
on  a  fund,  does  not  operate  as  an  assignment  of  any  part  of 
it,  nor  constitute  an  equitable  lien  thereon  {Harris  agt.  Clarkj 
3  jPf.  Y.  -ff .,  j>.  93 ;  Cqpj>erthwaithe  agt.  Sheffield^  id.j  p.  243  ; 
Winter  agt.  Drury^  6  id.^  p.  525 ;  Chapmam,  agt.  White,  6 
id.  p.  402). 

IV.  There  are  no  express  words  in  the  act  with  reference 
to  which  this  motion  is  made,  to  make  the  attachment  in 
this  action  void,  and  the  court  will  not  unnecessarily  give 
such  a  construction  to  it  {Sedgwick  on  Statutory  and  Consti- 
tutional  Law,  pp.  308  and  310). 

V.  In  the  bankrupt  act  of  1867,  it  is  expressly  provided 
that  all  attachments  obtained  within  four  months  next  pre- 
ceding the  commencement  of  the  proceedings,  &c.,  shall  be 
dissolved.  The  inference  is  that  no  such  const/ruction  could 
be  given  to  the  act  in  the  absence  of  such  express  provisions. 
Indeed,  it  has  been  expressly  held  that,  under  the  bankrupt 
act  of  1841,  which  did  not  contain  such  a  provision,  all  liens 
which  were  valid  by  the  laws  of  the  states  respectively  were 
preserved  (  Wooten  agt.  Clark,  23  Miss.,  1  Cvsh.,  75). 

VI.  The  mere  act  of  insolvency  did  not  have  the  effect  of 
divesting  the  bank  of  its  property. 

Under  section  47  of  the  act,  the  act  complained  of  is  to  be 
ascertained  by  an  agent  to  be  appointed  by  the  comptroller, 
with  the  concurrence  of  the  secretary  of  the  treasury. 

Under  section  50,  upon  becoming  satisfied  that  an  act  of 
insolvency  has  been  committed  by  the  bank,  the  comptroller 
then  appoints  a  receiver,  who  is  to  give  security ;  and  the 
receiver  so  appointed  is  to  take  possession  of  the  property  of 
the  bank. 

And  even  after  the  appointment  of  the  receiver  the  bank 
may,  upon  denying  that  it  is  insolvent,  have  further  proceed- 
ings in  the  matter  restrained,  and  the  court  may  make  an 
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order  enjoining  the  comptroller,  and  any  receiver  acting 
tinder  his  direction,  from  all  further  proceedings  on  account 
of  the  alleged  act  of  insolvency  {Id.). 

All  these  proceedings  may  precede  the  actual  dissoltUion 
of  the  bank;  and  if  the  investigation  under  them  proves 
&vorable  to  it  the  dissolution  does  not  take  place. 

Agairiy  it  is  provided  by  section  46,  that'  even  "  after 
default  by  the  bank,  on  examination  of  the  facts  by  the 
comptroller,  and  notice  by  him  to  the  bank."  the  bank  may 
Btill  receive  and  safely  keep  money  belonging  to  it. 

Vn.  The  insolvent  bank  does  not  become  divested  of  its 
property  until  the  appointment  of  a  receiver  competent  to 
take  possession  of  it. 

VIII.  The  receiver  appointed  in  this  matter,  on  12th 
December,  1872,  was  not  competent  to  take  possession  of  the 
property  of  the  bank,  because  he  failed  to  give  the  requisite 
security. 

IX.  There  was  no  competent  receiver  appointed  until  18th 
December,  1872;  and  the  attachment  in  this  action  was 
served  on  the  Broadway  Bank  on  13th  December,  1872  {see 
affidamt  of  H.  Blennerh^isset  and  letter  of  comptroller  thereto 
(annexed).  ' 

X.  The  rule  which  was  laid  down  by  justice  Story  in  «b 
"pwrte  Foster  (6  La/m  jB.,  p.  65),  that  when  the  decree  in 
bankruptcy  is  passed,  it  relates  back,  for  all  the  purposes  of  the 
act,  to  the  time  of  the  petition,  has  never  been  universally 
adopted  {see  Miller  agt.  Blacky  1  Barr,  Penn.  JSep.yp.  420), 
in  which  it  was  held  that  the  levy  of  a  judgment  creditor, 
under  execution  upon  the  property  of  a  bankrupt  after  the 
filing  of  his  petition  and  before  a  decree,  was  prior  and  supe- 
rior to  that  of  the  assignee  in  bankruptcy  {see,  also,  Berthelon 
agt.  BettSy  4  HiU,  577 ;  Drake  on  Attachment,  §  435). 

XI.  The  court  in  the  case  of  the  Venango  Bank  agt. 
Taylor  (56  Penn.  8.  R.,  p.  14),  which  is  relied  on  by  the 
receiver  in  this  case,  expressly  concede  "  that  there  is  nothing 
in  the  act  in  question  which  declares  that  the  assets  of  a 
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bank  vest  in  the  receiver  immediately  from  and  after  an  act 
of  insolvency,  or  that  the  appointment  of  the  receiver  relates 
back  to  such  act,"  and  adds:  ^^Bnt  the  difficulty  of  the 
defendant  does  not  lie  here^  but  in  the  prohihiHan  of  any 
tranrfer  of  the  assets  until  a  receiver  has  been  appointed." 
The  facts  in  that  case  were,  that  Taylor,  the  defendant,  owed 
the  bank  $50,000.  A  certain  Bynd  had  a  deposit  there  of 
$44,000,  which  he  assigned  to  Taylor  after  the  bank  had 
etopped  jpaj/ment.  The  decision  was  that  this  assignment 
was  void  by  the  esopress  t^rma  of  the  acty  and  that  Taylor 
could  not,  therefore^  ofbet  it  against  his  indebtedness  to  the 
bank.  It  is  true  that  the  judge,  who  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court  in  that  case,  goes  on  to  say  that  he  had  no  doubt 
"that  the  purpose  of  congress  was  to  secure  all  the  assets  of 
the  bank  existing  at  the  time  of  its  act  of  insolvency  for 
ratable  distribution ;"  but  all  t^s  is  clearly  an  obiter  dictum. 
In  fact,  the  decision  in  that  case  can  be  fully  sustained  on 
general  principles  applicable  to  bankrupt  acts,  without  refer- 
ence to  the  special  provisions  of  thi&  act. 

See  Smith  agt.  BrinkerhofiS  Barb.  S.  C.  R.,  p.  520),  in 
which  it  was  held  that  where,  after  a  creditor  has  filed  his 
petition  in  bankruptcy,  a  debtor,  with  full  knowledge  of  the 
£act,  purchases  a  debt  against  him,  he  cannot  set  it  off  in  an 
action  brought  by  the  assignee  in  bankruptcy  to  recover  the 
original  indebtedness. 

With  all  deference  to  the  extrajudicial  opinion  of  the 
learned  court  in  the  case  of  the  Venango  Bank  agt  Taylor^ 
above  referred  to,  we  submit  that  there  is  nothing  in  the  act 
in  question  which  renders  it  necessary  for  this  court  to  give 
it  a  harsher  operation  than  has  been  sanctioned  in  the  con- 
struction of  ordinary  bankrupt  acts ;  and  that  if  any  uncalled 
for  construction  of  this  act  is  to  be  given  it  should  be  rather 
in  favor  than  against  the  rights  of  innocent  creditors. 

XII.  The  order  should  be  affirmed,  with  costs. 

The  general  term  affirmed  the  order  of  the  special  terra. 
No  written  opinion  being  given ;  but  judge  Inobaham  said, 
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that  on  the  merits  they  were  satisfied  that  the  attachment  was 
proi)erly  granted. 


On  the  24th  of  Jnne,  1873,  the  receiver  <^  the  Scandina- 
vian Bank,  by  George  Bliss,  his  solicitor,  filed  his  bill  in 
equity  in  the  United  States  circuit  court  for  the  southern  dis- 
trict of  New  York  in  the  following  entitled  cause : 

UNITED  STATES  CIRCUIT  COUftT— Southken  Dis- 

TEICT  OF  NbW  YoEK,  IN  THB  SbOOND  ClBOinT. 


J.  D.  Habyst,  Receiver  of  tlie  Seandinayian 
National  Bank  of  Chicago,  FlainUff, 

agai'Mt 

Benjaion  F.  Allbn,  William  A.  Stephens, 
Herman  Blennebhassbt,  The  National 
Broadway  Bank,  and  Matthew  T.  Been- 
HAN,  Sheriff  of  the  City  and  County  of  New 
York,  DtfendamtB. 

• 

Which  bUl,  in  its  stating  part,  set  forth  substantially  the 
same  fects  as  contained  in  the  papers  used  by  the  plaintiff 
herein  on  his  motion  to  set  aside  the  attaehm^it  proceedings 
in  the  action  in  the  supreme  court  above  mentioned ;  and 
alleged  that  the  defendant,  the  Broadway  National  Bank,  at 
the  time  of  the  insolvency  of  the  Scandinavian  National 
Bank,  December  11, 1872,  had  in  its  possession  $1,500,  more 
or  less,  which  the  plaintiff,  as  receiver,  and  in  behalf  of  the 
comptroller  of  the  currency,  was  entitled  to  demand,  and  of 
said  sum  to  receive  manual  custody,  that  the  same  might  be 
paid  into  the  United  States  treasury;  which  demand  and 
custody  the  National  Broadway  Bank  had  refused,  on  the 
ground  that  a  part  of  said  fund  was  held  by  the  sheriff  of 
New  York  by  virtue  of  a  warrant  of  attachment  in  favor  of 
the  defendants;  and  the  plaintiff  charged  that,  by  such 
attachm^it,  and  proceedings  under  it,  he  was  subjected  and 
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annoyed  with  nnjust,  nnnecessary,  oppressiye  and  vexations 
litigation,  and  prevented  thereby  from  the  discharge  of  the 
dnties  of  his  said  office  as  receiver ;  prayed  for  an  injunction, 
restraining  the  National  Broadway  Bank  from  paying  over 
said  moneys  to  any  person  except  the  complainant,  and  for  a 
stay  of  all  fnrther  proceedings  in  the  attachment  suit ;  and 
also  prayed  for  a  receiver  to  take  possession  of  said  fund 
pending  this  action.  On  the  25th  June,  1873,  upon  the  bill 
of  complaint  and  papers  filed  and  served  in  said  action,  the 
plaintiff's  solicitor  obtained  from  judge  Blatchfobd  an 
order,  for  the  defendants  to  show  cause  on  the  28th  June, 
1873,  why  an  injunction  should  not  issue,  and  a  receiver  be 
appointed,  in  accordance  with  the  prayer  of  the  complaint. 
Upon  the  motion  to  show  cause  why  an  injunction  should 
not  issue,  the  defendants  argued  as  follows : 

MiOHAEL  H.  Oabdozo,  foT  defendcmts. 

I.  The  United  States  circuit  court  has  no  power  to  stay 
the  proceedings  in  an  action  pending  in  the  state  court  It 
cannot  accomplish  this  by  its  writ  of  injunction. 

The  act  of  congress  of  March  2d,  1793,  prohibits  the  United 
States  courts  from  granting  a  writ  of  injunction  to  stay  pro- 
ceedings in  any  court  of  a  state  (  U,  S,  Stat,  at  Large,  355). 

(a.)  This  statute  has  repeatedly  received  a  judicial  con- 
struction in  the  supreme  court  of  the  United  States,  as  well  as 
in  the  circuit  courts  thereof,  and  it  has  been  uniformly  decided 
that  the  power  here  sought  to  be  invoked  does  not  exist  {Diggs 
agt.  Wolcottj  4  Or.  J  179 ;  Peck  agt.  Jenness,  7  How.,  612 ; 
Colby  agt.  Ledder,  id.,  626 ;  Taylor  agt.  Ca/rryll,  20  How.,  597 ; 
Jolmson  agt.  Bishop,  1  Woolworth,Z^ ;  Atkinson  agt.  Pv^dy, 
Crdbbe,  666 ;  City  Bank  of  New  York  agt.  Skdton,  2  Blaichf., 
26 ;  Expaa^te  Cahrera,  1  Wash.,  232;  see  also  IQth  Naiianal 
Bank  agt.  Sam^er^  42  How.  H.,  179). 

{b.)  The  fact  that  the  injunction  issues  only  to  the  parties 
before  the  court  and  not  to  the  court  itself,  is  immateriaL  It 
is  no  evasion  of  the  difficulties  that  are  the  necessary  result  of 
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an  attempt  to  exercise  this  power  over  a  party  who  is  a  litigant 
in  another  and  independent  forum  {ITermedy  agt.  The  Earl 
of  CcusUiSj  per  lord  Eldon,  2  Swans. ;  Pech  agt.  JennesSy 
7  How.j  625). 

(c.)  Both  tribunals  are  in  general  of  concurrent  and  coexten- 
sive power  and  authority.  Neither  the  one  nor  the  other  can, 
under  any  guise,  directly  or  indirectly,  enjoin  the  proceedings 
of  the  other.  Only  a  higher  court  of  the  state  or  nation  can 
decide  either  to  be  wrong  {Johnson  agt.  Bishop^  1  Woolworth, 
324 ;  Peck  agt.  Jenness ,  7  How.^  612). 

II.  The  supreme  court  of  the  state  of  New  York  has  juris- 
diction of  an  action  brought  therein  by  one  of  its  citizens 
against  a  corporation  organized  under  the  banking  act  of 
1864,  and  carrying  on  business  at  Chicago,  Illinois  (13  U.S. 
Stats,  at  Zargej  p.  99). 

{a.)  The  power  conferred  by  section  57  of  bringing  actions 
against  these  associations  in  certain  specified  courts  is  per- 
missive, not  mandatory. 

(J.)  There  are  no  words  of  exclusion  in  the  act ;  and  it  is 
a  general  rule  as  to  jurisdiction,  that,  to  confer  it  upon  one 
court,  does  not  operate  to  oust  other  courts  before  possess- 
ing it. 

(c.)  The  provision  relative  to  state  courts  was  only  inserted 
to  prevent  an  inference  that  might  arise  that  jurisdiction  was 
intended  to  be  restricted  to  the  United  States  courts. 

{d.)  The  construction  contended  for  by  the  receiver,  if 
adopted,  would  work  great  inconvenience,  and  enable  these 
associations  to  delay  and  defraud  creditors. 

{e.)  Congress  had  no  power  to  deprive  the  state  courts  of 
jurisdiction  in  all  suits  against  these  banking  associations 
{Pitt  Cooke  agt.  State  National  Bank  of  Boston^  50  Ba/rh, 
&  C.  R.  P.,  339 ;  S.  (7.,  in  coxirt  of  appeals^  MS.  opinion 
of  Church,  Ch.  J.). 

fn.  The  preliminary  injunction  should  be  dissolved. 

Upon  the  motion  for  the  appointment  of  a  receiver,  the 
complainant  argued  as  follows : 
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H.  Edwin  TBEiiAiN,ybr  complaincmt. 

This  is  a  motion  for  the  appointment  of  a  receiver  to  take 
charge  of  the  fond  in  controversy  in  this  action,  until  its  final 
determination. 

The  motion  is  made  by  the  complainant  on  notice  to  the 
Broadway  Bank,  the  sheriff  and  Allen,  an  alleged  attaching 
creditor,  all  defendants,  resisting  it. 

The  fund  in  question  is  now  in  possession  of  the  Broadway 
Bank,  from  whom  it  is  claimed  by  Allen,  and  in  his  behalf  by 
the  sheriff,  and  by  the  complainant  as  receiver  of  the  Scandi- 
navian Bank,  of  Chicago,  to  whom  unquestionably  the  depo- 
sit did  belong. 

The  Broadway  Bank  claims  to  be  a  mere  stakeholder.  If 
so,  it  can  make  no  meritorious  objection  to  the  granting  of 
the  motion,  unless  its  rights  would  thereby  be  prejudiced. 

The  Broadway  Bank  being  a  codefendant  in  this  suit, 
brought  to  determine  conflicting  claims  to  the  same  fund,  all 
the  claimants  to  which  are  before  the  court,  can  in  no  wise 
be  prejudiced  by  the  care  and  distribution  of  the  fund  in  this 
suit. 

A  final  decree  in  this  suit  will  protect  the  bank  and  inure 
to  its  benefit,  and  an  interlocutory  custody  by  the  court  of  the 
property  in  controversy  will  have  the  same  effect. 

Without  this,  there  being  no  injunction  against  the  defend- 
ants pursuing  their  claims  in  other  courts,  the  Broadway 
Bank  is  liable  to  the  embarrassment  of  other  litigation  for  the 
same  fund. 

It  would  be  the  interest  of  the  sheriff  so  to  pursue  the  bank 
in  case  the  defendant,  Allen,  should  seek  to  hold  the  sheriff. 
All  such  controversies  would  be  quieted  by  the  care  of  the 
fund  in  question  by  this  court  until  a  final  decree. 

Unless  a  receiver  be  appointed,  the  fund  is  exposed  to  the 
attacks  of  the  defendant,  Allen,  in  his  attempt  to  remove  it 
beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  The  moving  papers 
show  such  an  attempt  under  color  of  authority. 
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The  qaeetion,  then,  arises :  Does  the  exercise  of  the  pre- 
tended authority,  under  color  of  an  nnwarrantable  claim  of 
jurisdiction,  endanger  the  ftind  or  any  part  of  it ;  or  the 
rights  of  the  complainant  to  it,  in  case  such  rights  exist,  as 
allied  in  the  bill  of  complaint ! 

Most  unquestionably,  yes. 

Aside  from  the  diminution  the  fund  would  thus  suffer,  new 
daims  could  be  made  upon  it  that  might  prevent  the  decree 
of  this  court  in  this  action  from  being  of  the  same  practical 
value  to  the  complainant,  if  he  succeeds,  that  it  would  have 
if  the  fund  remained  in  statu  quo. 

But  it  is  urged  that  the  fund  is  already  in  the  custody  of 
the  state  court 

This  is  a  misapprehension.  It  is  merely  ckmned  by  sheriff 
by  virtue  of  an  attachment  issued  by  a  court  which  this  court 
h«8  held  is  withoat  jurisdiction  in  the  premises. 

The  sheriff  has  served  an  attachment  on  the  Broadway 
Bank.  The  deposit  is  confessedly  the  property  of  the  Scan- 
dinavian Bank.  These  facts  do  not  place  the  fand  in  the  cus- 
tody of  the  state  court  or  its  officers.  Even  if  they  did,  the 
attachment  being  without  jurisdiction,  and  not  yet  followed  by 
a  final  judgment  under  a  claim  of  jurisdiction,  there  can  be  no 
such  conflict  between  the  state  and  the  United  States  court 
as  is  attempted  to  be  foreshadowed  in  opposing  this  motion. 

As  to  the  question  of  jurisdiction  of  the  state  court,  that  has 
been  abready  discussed  on  a  prior  motion  in  this  case. 

The  complainant  claims  the  supreme  court  has  no  jurisdic- 
tion. 

The  power  of  this  court  to  appoint  a  receiver  is  not 
doubted.  To  exercise  it  in  this  case  is  to  preserve  existing 
equities,  to  prevent  multifarious  litigation,  and  to  secure  the 
fimd  intact  for  any  decree  that  may  be  rendered  herein. 

All  the  claimants  to  it  can  be  protected  in  no  other  way 
until  this  suit  is  determined. 

Under  no  consideration  can  it  be  properly  assumed  that 
the  fimd  in  question  had  been  placed  within  the  control,  or  at 


\ 

88  NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 

Allen  Hgt.  The  Scandinayian  National  Bank. 


the  order,  or  in  tke  keeping  of  the  state  court,  prior  to  this 
snit. 

To  a  part  of  the  fund  no  claim  adverse  to  complainant's  is 
set  up,  and  as  to  $600  thereof  it  is  not  in  the  custody  of  the 
sheriff,  who  should  have  it  if  the  attachment  confessedly  ope- 
rated on  the  bank  as  a  divesture  of  title. 

The  mere  certificate  by  the  cashier,  even  though  statutory, 
is  not  an  absolute  transfer  of  the  fund  into  the  supreme  court. 

But  the  certificate,  in  fact,  is  made  subject  to  the  rights  of 
the  comptroller  of  the  currency,  and,  therefore,  of  the  receiver 
{See  oertif.y  p.  10,  §  39,  of  the  ease  of  AUen  agt.  Soomdmor 
vian  Bank^  vnth  papers^  printed). 

The  Broadway  Bank  e2q>ressly  certifies  that  the  funds  of 
the  Scandinavian  Bank  have  been  taken  in  charge  of  the 
comptroller,  but,  nevertheless,  the  Broadway  Bank  will  retain 
$600  thereof,  because  of  said  attachment,  until  it  is  '^  legally 
divested  of  the  sameJ*^ 

The  claim  of  the  state  court  through  the  alleged  attach- 
ment has  not  yet  generated  into  an  absolute  control  of  the 
fund  in  question. 

The  pretense  that  this  motion  is  to  transfer  moneys  from 
the  state  court  to  the  custody  of  this  court,  finds  no  warrant 
in  the  papers  before  the  court  on  this  motion,  or  the  facts  of 
the  case. 

The  complainant  is  entitled  to  a  receiver  until  the  final 
decree  in  this  suit. 

Michael  H.  GASDozo,for  defendaiUs. 

I.  This  suit  was  instituted  without  necessity,  and  is  an 
attempt  at  an  original  and  bold  experiment,  sanctioned  by 
no  precedent  and  sustained  by  no  authority. 

(a,)  The  plaintiff  herein  might  have  made  himself  a  party 
to  the  action  pending  in  the  supreme  court  of  this  state, 
between  this  defendant  Allen  and  others,  and  the  bank,  of 
which  the  plaintiff  has  been  appointed  the  receiver  {Code^  §§ 
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121  andl22;  Tracy  agt.  First  National  Bank  qfSelma^ 
37  ^.  Y.  R.^  jp.  523,  per  Ward  Hunt,  Ch.  J.).  There  is  no 
question  raised  by  the  bill  in  this  suit  which  cannot  be  deter- 
mined in  that  action ;  and  if  the  state  court  should  fail  to 
recognize  the  legal  rights  of  the  receiver,  a  presumption  not* 
here  to  be  indulged,  he  could,  in  the  proper  mode,  bring  the 
case  from  the  highest  court  of  the  state  to  the  highest  court 
of  the  United  States ;  the  fund  in  dispute  remaining  in  the 
meantime  in  the  Broadway  Bank,  in  whose  hands  it  has  been 
attached  {Johnson  agt.  Bishop^  1  Wbolwarth  TT.  S.  Gir.  Ct. 
^.,jp.,  324;  per  Mr.juHice  Millbe). 

(&.)  The  books  are  full  of  cases  in  which  property,  acttMUy 
in  the  possession  of  United  States  ofiScers,  has  been  replevied 
under  authority  of  the  state  courts ;  and  in  no  such  case  has 
the  aid  of  a  United  States  court  ever  been  granted  to  resist 
or  impede  in  any  way  the  action  of  the  state  court,  although 
in  many  such  cases,  as  afterwards  determined  therein  by  ,the 
supreme  court  of  the  United  States,  the  state  court  has  acted 
wholly  vnthout  jvHsdiotion  {Freeman,  agt.  JSbwe  et  al.^  24 
How.  TJ.  S.  B.yp.  450;  Buck  agt.  Oolbath,  3  Wallace  U.  8. 
jR.j  p.  334 ;  Taylor  et  al.  agt.  Ca/rryly  20  How.  U.  8.  -B.,  p. 
583).  It  hatf  ever  been  the  proper  aim  and  desire  of  all 
admirers  of  our  peculiar  judiciary  system,  and  of  all  in  any 
way  connected  therewith,  to  avoid  anything  like  an  unseemly 
conflict  or  clashing  of  authority.  Even  where  the  power  to 
interfere  is  undoubted,  not  only  comity  but  public  policy 
forbids  its  exercise  {Atkinson  agt.  Pwrdy^  Crabbe  U.  8.  B.y 
p.  556 ;  Mead  agt  Merritty  2  Paige's  Ch.  B.y  p.  402 ;  Wal 

WOETH,  Ch.). 

II.  If  the  foregoing  considerations,  supported  by  the 
authorities  cited,  do  not  afford  an  absolute  defense  to  this 
suit,  they,  at  least,  show  good  cause  why  the  plaintiff's 
motion  for  a  receiver  should  not  be  granted. 

(a.)  The  aid  of  the  state  court  was  first  invoked  in  this 
controversy,  and  the  subject-matter  thereof  was,  before  the 
commencement  of  this  suit,  in  the  actual  custody  and  control 
Vol.  XLVI.  12 
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of  the  state  court,  and  of  its  officer,  the  sheriff  nnder  the 
writ  of  attachment  issued  by  it,  and  served  on  the  Broadway 
Bank  {Freeman  agt  Howe^  ut  supra;  Taylor  agt  Cwrryl^  ut 
mpra;  Buck  agt.  OoUbaih^  3  Wallace  U.  S.  jB.,  p.  341; 
Eogan  agt  Zucae,  10  Peters  U.  S.  jS.,  p.  400). 

{i.)  It  makes  no  difference  that,  in  the  opinion  of  this 
court,  the  state  court  had  no  jurisdiction  of  the  action  in 
which  the  attachment  was  issued.  The  court  of  appeals  of 
this  state  has  unanimously  sustained  such  jurisdiction ;  and 
the  Broadway  Bank  cannot,  therefore,  pay  over  this  money 
to  any  receiver  appointed  by  this  court  without  rendering 
itself  liable  to  the  sheriff,  who  would  be  liable  to  us  if  the 
judgment  of  the  state  court  should  be  in  our  favor.  It  is  not 
at  all  likely,  under  these  circumstances,  that  the  bank  will 
give  up  the  control  of  this  fund  upon  the  order  of  this  court, 
wU/umt  compulsion.  Forcible  measures  on  the  part  of  this 
court  may  be,  and,  undoubtedly,  will  be  resisted  under  the 
protection  of  the  state  court,  which  is  bottnd  to  exert  every 
legal  means  in  its  power  for  that  purpose;  the  more  so  that, 
in  consequence  of  the  smallness  of  the  amount  involved  in 
tiiis  controversy,  there  can  be  no  appeal  firom  the  final 
decision  of  this  court  in  this  suit 

(c,)  All  these  embarrassments  and  evils  may  be  avoided 
without  danger  to  the  fund,  or  impairment  of  any  right  the 
plaintiff  may  have  thereto,  by  a  strict  adherence  to  the  doc- 
trine and  policy  proclaimed  by  the  authorities  above  cited ; 
leaving  all  the  questions  raised  in  this  suit  to  be  finally  deter- 
mined, in  the  action  pending  in  the  state  court,  by  the 
supreme  court  of  the  United  States. 

(d.)  It  is  difficult  to  perceive  the  force  of  the  argument  of 
the  plaintiff's  counsel,  that  the  exercise  by  this  court  of  its 
power  to  appoint  a  receiver  in  this  case  will  "  prevent  multi- 
farious litigation,"  or  "  protect "  the  fund  in  question  firom 
diminution.  It  would  clearly  have  the  contrary  effect  in 
both  particulars,  giving  rise  to  unnecessary  litigation ;  the 
cost  of  which  would  be  chargeable  on  this  fund. 
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m.  But,  independent  of  the  aforegoing  consideration,  we 
Bnbmit, 

First,  That  the  statute  forbidding  the  United  States  conrts 
to  iasne  an  injunction,  restraining  proceedings  in  a  state 
court,  is  applicable  to  this  case  (1  U.  S.  Statute  at  Large,  335 ; 
Digg%  agt.  WdlooUy  4  Cranoh  U.  8.  H.,  p.  119 ;  Peck  agt, 
Jermeesj  7  Sow.  XT.  8.  R^jp.  612;  Colby  agt.  Ledder,  id., 
626 ;  Taylor  agt.  Carryl,  ubi  mpra;  Johnson  agt.  Bishop, 
fjtbi  supra;  Atkinson  agt.  Purdy,  ut  svpra;  City  Bamk  of 
New  York  agt.  SkeUon,  2  Blatohf.,  26 ;  Ec  pwrte  Cabrera, 
1  Wash.  U.  8.  Cir.  Ct.  R.,  p.  252).  The  fact  that  the 
injunction  issues  only  to  the  parties  before  the  court,  and  not 
to  the  court  itself,  is  immaterial.  It  is  no  evasion  of  the 
difficulties  that  are  the  necessary  result  of  an  attempt  to 
exercise  this  power  over  a  party  who  is  a  litigant  in  another 
and  independent  forum  {Kennedy  agt.  The  Ea/rl  of  CassHis, 
per  lord  Eldok,  2  8wa/n^s  Ch.;  Peck  agt.  Jermess,  vii 
supra).  Beceiverships  are  in  effect  injunctions,  and  some* 
thing  more  stringent  still  {Patten  agt.  Accessory  Transit  Co., 
4  Abbott  Pr.  R.  [<?.  8.'\,p.  235). 

8eoond.  That  in  view  of  the  recent  unanimous  decision  of 
the  court  of  appeals  of  this  state,  sustaining  the  jurisdiction 
of  our  state  court  in  actions  under  the  United  States  banking 
act  of  1864,  the  (Question  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  state  court 
is,  at  least,  sufficiently  dovbtfvl  to  prevent  this  court  from 
granting  the  plaintiff's  motion,  either  for  a  preliminary 
injunction  or  for  the  appointment  of  a  receiver  {see  case  of 
Cooke  agt.  8tate  National  Ba/nk  of  Boston,  m  N.  Y.  court 
of  appeals ;  Woodvoard  agt.  Ha/rris,  2  Ba/rb.  8.  C.  jB.,  p. 
443 ;  Ramsey  agt.  Erie  Ra/ihoay  Co.,  7  Abb.  Pr.  R.  [JV.  /S.] , 
p.  187). 

Third.  That  in  no  case  will  the  court  appoint  a  receiver 
unless  it  appears  by  affidavit  not  only  that  the  property  to 
be  preserved  is  in  imminent  danger,  but  that  the  party  in 
possession  of  it  is  irresponsible  {Kerr  on  Recevoers,p.  8,  and 
authorities  cited  in  note  2). 
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Fourth.  That  the  Broadway  Bank  is  more  responsible  than 
a  receiver  would  be ;  and  that  the  danger  suggested  by  the 
plaintiff's  counsel  might  have  been  avoided  entirely  by  the 
plaintiff's  sinking  his  dignity  as  an  officer  of  the  United 
States,  and  becoming  a  party  to  the  action  in  the  state  court 
in  which  the  warrant  of  attachment  was  issued. 

IV.  The  preliminary  injunction  should  be  dissolved,  and 
the  motion  for  a  receiver  denied. 

Beown,  Hall  &  Vanderpoel,  attorneys^  cmd 
J.  Sterling  Smiih,  counsel  for  defendants  M.  T.  Bsen- 
NAN,  sheriffs  cmd  Broadway  National  Bank. 

The  subject-matter  of  this  motion  is  certain  moneys  now 
in  the  custody  of  the  state  court,  under  and  by  virtue  of  its 
writ  of  attachment,  duly  issued,  in  a  suit  which  was  pending 
in  that  court  before  the  commencement  of  this  action. 

The  motion  is  to  transfer  said  moneys  from  said  state  court 
to  the  custody  of  this  court,  by  appointing  a  receiver  of  the 
same  in  this  action. 

Two  questions  arise: 

1st.  As  to  the  power  of  this  court  to  make  such  transfer  of 
said  moneys. 

2d.  If  the  court  has  the  power,  is  there  any  cause  shown 
calling  for  the  exercise  of  such  power. 

First  This  motion  is  to  be  determined  by  the  ordinary 
rules  of  law  and  practice  in  equity.  The  extraordinary  pow- 
ers conferred  by  the  bankrupt  act  have  no  application  in  this 
proceeding,  because  this  is  not  a  cause  of  action  or  proceeding 
arising  under  said  bankrupt  act. 

The  statute  forbidding  the  United  States  courts  to  issue  an 
injunction  restraining  proceedings  in  a  state  court,  is  applica- 
ble and  in  force  (1  Stat,  at  Large^  334). 

Also,  the  well-established  rule  of  law,  that  when  the  state 
court  first  obtains  jurisdiction  of  a  matter  where  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  two  courts  is  concurrent,  the  United  States  court 
cannot  interfere  {Buck  agt.  Cotbath  3  WaUace^  334). 
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^'  Where  either  court  is  in  the  posseesion  of  the  res  songht 
to  be  reached,  the  process  of  the  other  most  pause  until  that 
possession  has  terminated  "  {Amy  agt.  Sv^pervisorsy  11  Wallace^ 
138). 

The  provision  of  the  banking  act  gives  the  state  courts  con- 
current jurisdiction  of  proceedings  against  banks  authorized 
thereby  {Bcmk  act  of  1864,  §  8). 

If,  therefore,  the  state  court  cannot  be  ousted  of  its  juris- 
diction by  this  court  nor  enjoined  in  its  action,  the  subject- 
matter  of  the  controversy  which  is  in  the  custody  of  the  state 
court  cannot  be  taken  from  it  by  any  order  in  this  action. 

Second,  If  the  court  has  the  power  to  appoint  a  receiver, 
there  is  no  occasion  for  exercising  such  power. 

The  money  is  safe  where  it  is. 

The  bank,  which  is  the  custodian  of  the  fund,  is  more 
responsible  than  a  receiver  would  be,  and  must  respond  to  any 
judgment  finally  rendered  against  it  herein. 

Third.  If  the  suit  in  the  state  court  should  result  in  a  judg^ 
ment  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  therein,  the  sheriff  would  be 
responsible  to  the  said  plaintiff,  and  the  Broadway  Bank  to 
the  sheriff  for  the  said  moneys  to  satisfy  said  judgment. 

To  take  said  moneys  from  the  said  Broadway  Bank  with- 
out first  relieving  it  from  all  liability  under  said  attachment, 
would  be  exposing  the  bank  to  the  contingency  of  again  pay- 
ing said  moneys  to  the  sheriff. 

On  the  2d  of  September,  1878,  judge  Blatohford  denied 
both  motions — ^for  an  injunction  and  a  receiver.  No  written 
opinion  being  given. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 
Ulbbea  Lanz  and  others,  agt.  Joseph  Tbotjt. 

In  an  action  at  law^  where  an  equitable  drfenee  is  interposed,  and  Judgment 
is  ordered  for  tlie  defendant  on 'such  defense,  ioithoui  costs  to  either  party, 
upon  which  order  the  defendant  enters  Judgment  with  taxed  costs,  a 
motion,  by  the  plaintiffs,  to  strike  out  such  costs  will  be  denied. 

It  being  an  action  At  law,  the  court  ch*  referee  has  no  discretion  as  to  which 
party  shall  have  costs;  the  Code  governs  the  costs  and  the  right  to  costs. 

Oneida  Special  Temiy  October ^  1873. 

This  was  an  action  brought  to  recover  the  possession  of 
real  estate,  and  the  defendant  interposed  an  equitable  defense, 
and  the  issues  were  referred  to  Hon.  Charles  Mason,  who 
reported  against  the  plaintiffs,  or,  in  other  words,  in  favor  of 
the  equitable  defense,  and  directed  that  neither  partj  should 
recover  costs. 

The  defendant  taxed  his  costs  and  entered  judgment  there- 
for, from  which  the  plaintiffs  brought  an  appeal^  and  then 
served'  a  notice  that  they  abandoned  the  appeal ;  but  defend- 
ant went  on  with  the  appeal  and  took  an  order  affirming  the 
judgment. 

The  plaintiffs  moved,  before  the  appeal  was  heard,  to  strike 
out  the  costs  taxed  in  &vor  of  the  defendant.  That  motion 
was  ordered  to  be  heard  at  this  term. 

G.  0.  Carter,  ybr  motion. 
Joel  Willard,  opposed. 

Hardin,  J. — This  motion  presents  the  question,  has  a 
referee  or  court  any  discretion  as  to  costs  in  an  action  of  this 
character,  or,  in  other  words,when  a  law  action  is  stated  in  a 
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oomplaiDt  and  an  eqnitable  defense  in  the  answer,  upon  the 
defendants  prevailing^  can  the  court  direct  as  to  costs,  or 
shall  the  prevailing  party  be  allowed  oosts  in  virtue  of  the 
statutory  provisions  as  to  costs  ? 

That  question  has  been  passed  upon  in  this  district  and  the 
discretion  denied,  and  th*  statute  held  to  govern. 

Judge  MoBOAN  says,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court 
in  Ch/^  agt.  Za  Fontcdn  :  "  The  Code,  has  not  niade  any  pro- 
vision in  such  a  case  authorizing  the  court  to  deal  with  the 
question  of  costs,  but  .the  costs  are  chargeable  to  the  plaintiff" 
*  *  (51  Bc^rb^  195 ;  General  TenUj  January^  1868 ;  bm 
also  Bradley  agt.  Aldrich,  40  N.  F.,  509). 

It  was  held  in  Towneend'  agt.  Hendricks  (40  Howard,  164) 
that  an  action,  not  in  its  nature  referable,  cannot  be  rendered 
so  by  an  answer  setting  up  a  counter-claim,  rendering  the 
examination  of  a  long  account  necessary  {See  opinion  of 
Eaj»allo,  J.y 

That  case  seems  to  treat  the  complaint  as  the  proper  plead- 
ing, from  which  to  determine  the  nature  or  character  of  the 
action. 

It  must  be  held,  in  accordance  with  the  cases  cited,  that 
this  was  a  law  action,  and  one  named  in  sections  of  the  Code 
governing  costs  and  the  right  to  costs,  and  that  the  referee  or 
court  had  no  discretion  in  respect  to  which  party  should  have 
costs. 

That  was  settled  by  the  statute,  and  the  recovery  by  the 
defendant  or  the  defeat  of  the  plaintiffi. 

It  was  held  in  ChapeiU  agt.  ChurckUl  (12  How.,  367)  that 
such  erroneous  direction  could  not  be  disregarded  by  the 
derk,  and  the  costs  were  stricken  out ;  but,  upon  another 
motion,  the  same  learned  judge  allowed  an  order  amending 
the  judgment  so  as  to  allow  costs  to  the  plaintiff  and  appel- 
lant. 

But  since  that  case  was  disposed  of,  this  court^  at  a  general 
terra  in  this  department,  in  Hees  agt.  NelUs,  admOr,  <&o.  (1 
voL  Sap.  Cowrt  Repts.y  Thompson  agt.  Codkyp.  121),  has  held 
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that  where  a  party  was  clearly  entitled  to  costs,  a  judgment 
entered  for  costs  would  not  be  set  aside,  though  the  estab- 
lished practice  would  have  required  the  parly  entering  such 
judgment  for  costs  to  apply,  on  motion,  for  an  order  allowing 
costs. 

The  principle  of  that  case  is  controlling  here,  and,  there- 
fore, the  judgment,  so  far  as  it  gives  costs  to  the  defendant, 
must  be  permitted  to  stand. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  pass  upon  the  effect  of  the  appeal  and 
the  order  of  affirmance  of  the  judgment  entered.  The  same 
result  is  reached  in  this  case,  if  it  be  assumed  that  the  appeal 
was  abandoned,  or  if  it  be  assumed  that  the  general  term 
affirmed  the  judgment  as  entered. 

The  motion  to  set  aside  so  much  of  the  judgment  as 
awards  costs  to  the  defendant  must  be  denied,  with  ten  dol- 
lars costs. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

Albert  E.  Hmss,  respondent,  agt.  Chaslbs  W.  StbonQj 

appellant. 

Where  the  plaintiff^  in  an  action  to  recover  the  value  of  a  watch,  testifieB 
on  the  trial  to  a  state  of  facts  tending  to  show  that  the  watch  was  pledged 
to  defendant  for  a  loan  of  money,  but  in  such  a  contradictory  manner 
that  the  Jury  would  have  been  authorized  to  find  that  the  watch  was 
sold  to  the  defendant,  as  defendant's  evidence  tended  to  prove,  and  not 
pledged  for  a  loan  of  money,  as  claimed  by  the  plaintiff,  and  (he  juiy 
find  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  this  court,  on  appeal,  will  not  disturb  the 
verdict 

Where,  on  a  pledge  of  property  for  a  certain  sum  of  money  borrowed,  it  is 
agreed  by  the  pledgor  to  pay  a  certain  sum  as  a  bonus  for  the  use  of  the 
money,  a  tender  of  the  principal  sum  with  the  amount  of  the  bonus, 
without  interest,  is  a  sufficient  tender  to  redeem.  In  the  absence  of  any 
agreement  to  pay  interest,  the  amount  of  the  bonus  must  be  considered 
to  be  in  lieu  thereof 

Fourth  Departmenty  General  Term^  Maj/y  1873. 

Before  Mullin,  P.  J.j  Taloott  cmd  E.  Dabwin  Smith, 

Afpbal  from  a  judgment  for  plaintiff  at  special  term. 
Fuller,  Yann  &  Bbooks,  for  defendcmt  and  appellant. 

The  plaintiff  was  the  owner  of  a  gold  watch  worth  $125, 
and,  desiring  to  raise  money  on  it,  applied  to  the  defendant 
to  advance  him  a  certain  sum  thereon. 

The  defendant  let  him  have  eighty-two  dollars,  and  took  the 
watch  with  the  understanding  that  the  plaintiff  might  have  it 
back  again  upon  paying  eighty-seven  dollars,  within  thirty 
days,  after  which  time  the  watch  was  to  belong  to  the  defend- 
ant. 

Vol.  XLVI  18 
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The  plaintiff  at  first  testified  to  a  different  arrangement,  but 
finally  assented  to  the  above  as  the  trath. 

After  the  expiration  of  the  time  within  which  tha  eighty- 
seven  dollars  was  to  be  paid,  according  to  the  agreement,  the 
plaintiff  tendered  that  sum  without  interest  and  demanded  the 
watch  of  the  defendant. 

The  defendant  reftised  to  accept  the  money  and  did  not  give 
up  the  watch,  whereupon  the  plaintiff  sued  him  for  convertr 
ing  the  same  to  his  own  use. 

The  court  allowed  the  jury  to  find  whether  the  transaction 
was  a  loan  or  a  conditional  sale,  and  they  found  for  the  plain- 
tiff upon  that  point. 

The  case  was  then  reserved  for  future  consideration,  with 
leave  to  the  defendant  to  move  for  a  nonsuit  or  for  a  new  trial, 
which  motion,  upon  being  made,  was  denied  and  judgment 
was  thereupon  ordered  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff. 

The  defendant  appealed  from  the  order  denying  his  motion 
for  a  nonsuit  and  for  a  new  trial  and  directing  judgment  for 
the  plaintiff  as  well  as  from  the  judgment  entered  thereon. 

The  chief  question  in  the  case  is  whether  the  agreement 
between  the  parties  in  relation  to  the  watch  was  a  pledge,  as 
claimed  by  the  plaintiff,  or  a  conditional  sale,  or  mortgage,  as 
claimed  by  the  defendant. 

I.  The  parties  agreed  that  if  the  plaintiff  &iled  to  pay  the 
specified  sum  within  the  specified  time,  the  defendant  was  to 
have  the  watch  {See  the  testimony  of  Strong  and  Van  Suseny 
which  was  not  contradicted). 

See  statement  of  the  plaintiff.  No  other  witness  wa3  sworn 
upon  the  subject  of  the  agreement. 

The  plaintiff  is  bound  by  the  statement  which  he  admitted 
to  be  true. 

n.  The  effect  of  this  agreement  was,  upon  the  failure  of 
the  plaintiff  to  redeem  within  the  specified  time,  to  vest  the 
legal  title  to  the  watch  in  the  defendant. 

This  follows,  unless  the  agreement  amounted  to  nothing 
more  than  a  simple  pledge.    If  it  was  a  mortgage  or  condi- 
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tional  Bale,  then  the  plaintiff  has  no  remedy  at  law,  and  he 
should  have  sought  relief  in  equity. 

III.  A  pledge  consists  of  a  delivery  of  goods  by  a  debtor  to 
his  creditor,  to  be  held  until  the  debt  or  obligation  is  dis- 
charged, and  then  to  be  redelivered  to  the  pledgor ;  the  title 
not  being  changed  during  the  continuance  of  the  pledge  {Par- 
shaU  agt.  Eggwri^  52  Barb.,,  367-374 ;  Story  on  JSaUmentSj 
§  286,  2d  ed.). 

A  pledge  is  a  delivery  of  goods  by  a  debtor  to  his  creditor, 
to  be  kept  till  the  debt  is  discharged  {MdrkAam  agt.  t/cmdon, 
41  JT.  Y.y  235-241;  2  Kent,  577;  Jones  on  BaUm.,  117; 
BoTW.  Inst.y  419-242). 

From  these  definitions,  it  is  seen  that  in  the  contract  of 
pledge  the  conditions  are :  (1)  the  property  must  be  delivered ; 
(2)  it  must  be  held  until  the  debt  is  paid ;  (3)  it  must  be  rede- 
livered on  payment  of  the  debt. 

There  are  no  conditions  involving  a  forfeiture.  There  is  no 
changing  of  the  title.  There  is  no  conflict  between  the  princi- 
ples here  maintained  and  the  opinion  of  the  court  in  Wilson  agt. 
ZitUe  (2  Comstock,  443,  at  page  447)  when  carefully  compared. 

IV.  A  chattel  mortgage  is  a  sale,  conveying  the  title  of  the 
property  to  the  mortgagee  with  terms  of  defeas<mce^  and  if  the 
terms  of  redemption  are  not  complied  with,  then,  at  law,  the 
title  becomes  ahsohite  in  the  mortgagee. 

The  nature  of  the  agreement  must  be  such  that  by  the  mere 
non-performance  of  the  conditions  by  the  mortgagor,  the  title 
will  vest  in  the  mortgagee  hy  the  force  of  the  agreement  {Par- 
shall  agt.  Eggwrt^  52  Barl.y  371 ;  Langdon  agt.  Buel^  9  Wend.^ 
83 ;  BrovmeU  agt.  Hawkins^  4  Ba/rb.^  491-493 ;  Brovm  agt. 
Bement  <Ss  Strong^  8  Johns.y  96 ;  WoodAJOorth  agt.  Morris^  66 
Ba/rl.y  9). 

V.  A  pawnee  does  not  acquire  title  to  the  property  simply 
by  the  pawnor  feuling  to  pay  the  debt  at  the  time  specified. 

The  pawnor's  rights  under  the  contract  must  be  foreclosed ; 
until  then  there  is  no  forfeiture  {BrowneiU  agt  HoAJokinSy  4 
Barb.y  493,  amd  oases  cited). 
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A  mortgagee  by  his  agreement  acquires  title  to  the  thing 
mortgaged,  subject  only  to  right  of  the  mortgs^or  to  redeem 
by  complying  with  an  express  condition,  the  time  being  spe- 
cified, and  a  failure  on  the  part  of  the  mortgagor  to  comply 
with  the  conditions  of  his  contract,  by  force  of  the  contracty 
transfers  the  title  absolutely  to  the  mortgagee.  The  authori- 
ties make  the  distinction  exceedingly  clear. 

y I.  The  agreement^  as  stated  by  the  plaintiff  himself  on  the 
witness  stand,  was  as  follows : 

'^  The  agreement  was,  I  was  to  redeem  it  in  sixty  days,  and 
if  not  redeemed  in  that  time  by  paying  eighty-seven  dollars, 
he  was  to  have  it^^ 

This  agreement  has  every  attribute  of  a  chattel  mortgage. 
The  title  passed  to  the  mortgagee,  subject  only  to  the  right 
of  the  mortgagor  to  redeem  within  the  time  specified.  Fail- 
ing to  redeeniy  the  title  vested  absolutely  in  the  mortgagee, 
by  force  of  the  agreement 

The  transaction  cannot  be  called  a  contract  of  pledge, 
without  ignoring  entirely  the  agreement  itself  and  the  intent 
of  the  parties,  if  any  intent  is  to  be  gathered  from  the  agree- 
ment. 

YII.  If  the  court  finds  the  agreement  in  question  to  be  a 
pledge^  in  that  case  the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  recover 

To  entitle  a  pledgor  to  a  return  of  his  property,  he  must 
make  a  tender  that  covers  both  principal  and  interest  (  Wood- 
worth  agt.  Morrisy  66  Barb.y  97). 

No  tender  was  made  in  this  case,  covering  the  principal  aad 
the  interest,  hence  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  a  return  of 
the  property. 

YIIL  The  order  and  judgment  appealed  from  should  be 
reversed  and  a  new  trial  granted,  with  costs  to  abide  the 
event. 

GoTT  &  GAB,¥imjD,  for  plaintiff^  and  respondent. 

This  action  is  brought  to  recover  the  value  of  a  watch, 
alleged  to  have  been  unlawAilly  converted  by  the  defendant. 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.  101 

Hines  agt  Strong. 

The  answer  is  the  general  issue. 

Upon  the  triaTthe  plaintiff  gave  evidence  tending  to  show 
that  some  time  during  the  summer  of  1871  he  purchased  the 
watch  in  question  of  Dennis  Valentine,  a  jeweler  at  Syracuse ; 
that  afterwards  he  pawned  it  to  Mr.  Blair ;  and  while  it  was 
in  Blair's  possession  plaintiff  procured  one  Van  Heusen  to 
take  it  from  pawn,  he  (Van  Heusen)  to  advance  eightj-two 
dollars,  and  take  the  watch  and  hold  it  as  security  until  pay- 
ment of  the  sum  advanced.  After  Van  Heusen  advanced 
the  money  and  took  the  watch,  plaintiff  procured  the  defend- 
imt  to  advance  the  eighty-two  dollars,  and  take  the  watdi 
and  hold  it  as  security  until  repayment  of  the  sum  advanced, 
together  with  the  sum  of  five  dollars.  This  loan  was  to  be 
repaid  in  thirty  or  sixty  days.  Before  the  expiration  of  the 
time  agreed  on,  the  plaintiff  went  to  the  defendant  and  pro- 
cured him  to  agree  to  extend  the  time  of  payment  for  a  few 
days.  .  The  next  day,  after  the  extension  was  granted,  plain- 
tiff went  and  procured  one  Hayden  to  go  with  him  to  defend- 
ant and  advance  the  money  to  take  the  watch  out  of  pawn. 
The  defendant  was  absent ;  upon  his  return  the  money  was 
tendered,  the  watch  demanded,  and  the  defendant  refused  to 
accept  the  money  or  surrender  the  watch.  The  same  money 
was  kept  and  paid  into  court  on  the  trial. 

The  defendant  gave  evidence  tending  to  show  that  he 
bought  the  watch  absolutely,  with  an  agreement,  also,  that 
plaintiff  might  repurchase  within  thirty  days,  and  that  plain- 
tiff did  not  repurchase. 

The  watch  was  agreed  to  be  worth  $125. 

Upon  these  facts  the  court  declined  to  nonsuit  the  plain- 
tiff, and  submitted  the  case  to  the  jury,  with  instructions 
that  if  they  should  find  the  transaction  to  have  been  a  loan 
of  money  by  defendant  to  plaintiff,  and  the  taking  of  the 
watch  as  security  for  its  repayment,  then  they  should  find  a 
verdict  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff.  .That  if  they  should  find 
the  transaction  between  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  to  have 
been  an  absolute  sale  of  the  watch,  coupled  with  an  agree- 
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ment  to  resell,  then  they  ehonld  find  a  verdict  for  the 
defendant. 

The  jury  foand  a  verdict  in  fevor  of  the  plaintiff. 

Judgment  having  been  suepended,  with  liberty  to  the 
plaintiff  to  move  at  special  term  for  judgment,  upon  such 
application  being  made,  judgment  was  ordered  in  favor  of 
plaintiff;  and  from  the  judgment  the  defendant  has  appealed 
to  this  court. 

I.  The  transaction  between  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  was 
a  pawn  or  pledge,  and  not  a  mortgage  of  the  watch  {BrawneU 
agt.  Hawkins,  4  Barb.,  491 ;  HashrouoJc  agt.  Vandervoortj 
4"  Sand.j  74 ;  WiUon  agt.  Little,  2  Corns.,  443 ;  Beeves  agt. 
Coppen,  5  Bing.  N.  C,  142). 

II.  The  extension  of  the  time  within  which  the  plaintiff 
might  pay  the  sum  loaned  was  valid. 

III.  Even  though  there  was  a  failure  to  pay  within  the 
time  provided  for  by  the  agreement,  still  the  defendant 
acquired  no  greater  interest  in  the  watch  than  he  before  had ; 
and  this  was  merely  a  special  property  to  retain  the  goods  for 
his  security.  There  can  be  no  forfeiture  until  the  pawnor's 
rights  are  foreclosed  {BrowneU  agt.  Ha/whins,  4  Barb.,  492 ; 
note  Smithes  Leading  Cases,  vol.  l,p.  360,  ed.  of  1866). 

lY.  Trover  lies  against  a  pledgee  of  property,  who,  upon 
tender  of  the  sum  loaned,  refuses  to  redeliver  {Brovmdl  agt. 
Hawkvas,  4  Ba/rb.,  492 ;  note  SmitKs  Leading  Cases^  vol.  1, 
p.  362,  ed.  of  1S66). 

V.  An  action  in  equity,  to  redeem  the  thing  pawned,  will 
not  lie,  unless  there  are  some  special  circumstances  or  facts 
existing  which  render  it  necessary  to  take  an  account  {Bus- 
brouck  agt.  Vandervoort,  4  Sand.,  74). 

Equitable  jurisdiction  is  maintained  when  the  plaintiff 
seeks  a  redelivery  of  the  precise  thing  pledged.  But  when, 
as  in  this  case,  the  plaintiff  only  demands  compensation  in 
damages  for  a  failure  or  refusal  to  deliver,  the  remedy  at  law 
is  adequate  ( Wilson  agt.  Little,  2  Corns.,  443 ;  AUen  agt. 
Dykers,  3  Hill,  593). 
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By  non-payment  of  a  mortgage  at  the  day,  the  mortgagee 
(of  chattels)  acquires  the  legal  title.  Not  so  of  a  pledge ; 
and  this  is  the  distinction.  In  the  case  of  the  forfeiture,  under 
a  mortgage,  equity  only  can  relieve ;  while,  in  the  case  of  a 
pledge,  the  pledgor's  interest  remains  the  same  as  before  the 
expiration  of  the  pay  day  {Story  on  Bail.,  §  287 ;  note  to 
Cogg%  agt.  Bernard^  1  SmitK%  Leading  Caaes^  p.  360,  ed, 
^1866). 

VI.  Tender  of  the  amount  due  discharges  the  lien  {note  to 
Coggs  agt.  Bemardy  1  Smithes  Leading  Caaes^  p.  352,  ed.  of 
1866). 

YII.  An  agreement,  even,  that  upon  default  in  payment 
at  the  stipulated  day  the  property  pawned  should  belong 
absolutely  to  the  pawnee,  is  void,  and  the  pawnor  may  still 
redeem  {Story  on  BaU.y  §  318 ;  2  Story  Eg.  Jurisp.,  §§  1008, 
1009, 1019, 1031 ;  Oa/rUck  agt.  James,  12  John,,  143). 

Vin.  The  facts  in  the  case  have  been  found  by  the  jury 
adversely  to  the  defendant's  theory ;  and  the  court  will  not 
disturb  the  verdict,  as  it  was  found  upon  conflicting  evidence. 

The  judgment  should  be  affirmed,  with  costs. 

By  the  Cov/rt,  Muli^in,  P.  J. — On  the  trial  of  this  cause 
the  plaintiff  gave  evidence  tending  to  prove  that  he  delivered 
to  the  defendant  a  watch  in  pledge  to  secure  the  payment  of 
eighty-two  dollars  borrowed  by  the  former  of  the  latter. 

The  defendant  gave  evidence  tending  to  prove  that  the 
plaintiff  sold  him  the  watch  for  eighty-two  dollars,  under  an 
agreement  on  his  part  to  sell  the  watch  back  to  the  plaintiff 
on  payment  of  the  sum  of  eighty-seven  dollars.  The  court 
instructed  the  jury  that  if  the  plaintiff  sold  the  watch  to  the 
defendant,  as  testified  to  by  the  defendant,  the  plaintiff  was 
not  entitled  to  recover ;  but  if  the  watch  was  delivered  to 
the  defendant  as  security  for  the  loan  of  money  the  plaintiff 
was  entitled  to  recover.  The  jury  found  for  the  plaintiff, 
thus  finding  the  transaction  between  the  parties  to  be  a 
pledge  and  not  a  sale  of  the  watch.    Upon  this  finding  the 
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plaintiff  was  entitled  to  a  judgment  on  the  verdict.  It 
appears  that  the  plaintiff  had  been  examined  in  proceedings 
sapplementarj  to  execution,  and  testified  that  the  watch  was 
delivered  to  the  defendant  under  an  agreement  to  sell  it  to 
him,  and  for  a  repurchase  of  it  on  the  expiration  of  thirty 
days,  on  payment  of  five  dollars  in  addition  to  the  sum  paid 
for  the  watch  by  defendant.  The  plaintiff  also  testified  that 
the  watch  was  delivered  to  the  defendant  by  way  of  pledge, 
redeemable  in  thirty  days  on  payment  of  five  dollars  in  addi- 
tion to  the  sum  borrowed.  He  admitted  having  testified  in 
the  supplementary  proceedings  as  stated  above  and  reaffirmed 
the  truth  of  the  statement,  but  yet  insisted  that  there  was 
no  sale  to  defendant,  and  excused  the  discrepancy  by  saying 
that  at  the  time  of  his  examination  in  the  supplementary 
proceedings  he  was  hard  pressed,  and  that  he  intended  to 
prevent  the  creditors  from  getting  the  watch,  but  he  did  not 
intend  to  swear  to  a  He.  The  jury  would  have  been  justified 
in  finding  the  facts  as  sworn  to  in  the  supplementary  pro- 
ceedings, and  if  they  had  their  verdict  should  have  been  for 
the  defendant.  But  they  accepted  the  other  version  of  the 
transaction,  as  they  had  the  right  to  do,  and  taking  it  to  be 
true  their  verdict  was  right. 

The  appellant's  counsel  insisted  that  the  plaintiff  should 
have  tendered  the  interest  on  the  whole  sum  borrowed 
together  with  the  eighty-fieven  dollars.  I  do  not  think  so. 
None  of  the  witnesses  testify  to  an  agreement  to  pay  interest 
in  addition  to  the  five  dollars  bonus  to  be  paid  for  the  use  of 
the  money.  In  the  absence  of  such  an  agreement  the  five 
dollars  must  be  held  to  be  in  lieu  of  interest. 

The  judgment  must  be  afiirmed. 
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N.  T.  SUPERIOE  COUET. 
Candid  M.  Schmid  agt.  DAinEL  V.  Abgtjimban. 

Wliere  an  antwer  is  stricken  out  by  the  court  as  Bham^  without  any  leave 
giyen  to  serve  a  new  or  amended  answer,  the  defendant  is  not  entitled, 
on  motion,  to  liave  the  plaintiff 's  (regular)  judgment  set  aside,  and  to  be 
allowed  to  have  an  amended  cmmtfr  previously  served  stand. 

Special  Terrrij  SeptenibeTy  1873. 

Thb  defendant's  answer  was  stricken  out  as  sham,  and  no 
leave  afforded  by  the  order  to  the  defendant  to  serve  an 
amended  or  new  answer.  An  amended  answer  was  served, 
which  plaintiff's  attorney  returned  and  entered  judgment. 
The  motion  was  to  set  aside  the  judgment  and  to  allow 
amended  answer  to  stand. 

Mr.  Andrews,  j^or  the  motion, 
Mr.  Sanders,  opposed. 

Van  Yorst,  J. — The  answer  of  the  defendant  was,  by 
order  of  the  court,  stricken  out  as  sham,  and  judgment 
thereon  was  ordered  for  the  plaintiff  with  costs. 

The  service  of  what  purported  to  be  an  amended  answer 
thereafter  was  irregular,  as  there  was  no  answer  to  be  amended. 

If  it  is  proper  to  allow  an  amended  or  other  answer  to  be 
interposed  in  place  of  one  held  to  be  sham,  such  favor  should 
be  applied  for  and  granted  whilst  the  pleading  is  under 
consideration. 

Without  leave  of  the  court  thus  obtained,  and  which 
should   be  expressed  in  the  order  adjudging  the  pleading 
sham,  the  same  cannot  be  amended. 
Vol.  XLVI  14 
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In  Aymar  agt.  Chase  {Code  Hep.  [iT.  /X],  141)  it  was  held 
that,  after  an  answer  has  been  struck  out  as  sham,  the  defend 
ant  cannot  serve  a  new  answer  without  leave  of  the  court, 
even  though  twenty  days  have  not  elapsed  since  the  former 
answer  was  served. 

In  the  case  under  consideration,  notwithstanding  the  order 
adjudging  the  answer  to  be  sham,  the  defendant  could  have 
subsequently  applied  to  the  court  upon  proper  affidavits  for 
leave  to  serve  a  new  answer,  and  if  good  faith  was  shown, 
and  reasonable  excuse  given,  permission  might  have  been 
obtained  to  have  done  so  upon  terms.  But  without  such 
leave  first  had  the  defendant  cannot  answer  anew  after  his 
answer  has  been  adjudged  sham. 

Section  143  of  the  Code  allows  the  defendant,  as  matter 
of,  right  to  answer  in  twenty  days  after  service  of  the 
complaint. 

But  after  he  has  once  answered,  defendant  has  exhausted 
his  privilege  as  a  right  under  that  section.  Subsequent  sec- 
tions allow  such  answer  to  be  amended  as  a  matter  of  course 
within  a  limited  time,  but  such  amendment  can  only  be 
made  whilst  the  answer  still  stands  as  a  pleading,  not  after  it 
is  stricken  out  {BurreU  agt.  Bowen^  21  How.j  378 ;  BurreU 
agt.  Moore^  6  2?t^r,  654).  The  proceedings  of  the  plaintiff 
in  returning  the  amended  answer  and  in  entering  judgment 
were  regular,  and  the  defendant's  motion  to  set  aside  the 
judgment  and  for  an  order  to  allow  his  amended  answer  to 
stand  is  denied,  but  without  prejudice  to  the  defendant's 
right  to  apply  for  leave  to  answer  anew  on  a  proper  state  of 
facts. 
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COURT  OF  APPEALS. 

John  Graham,  appellant,  agt.  Asia  Sbloyeb,  reepondeDt. 

Where  a  complaint  contains  two  causes  of  action,  and  the  referee  flnda 
from  the  evidence  that  there  were  no  such  causes  of  action,  this  court 
win  not  interfere  with  such  finding. 

Where,  after  the  dose  of  the  testimony,  and  the  cause  summed  up,  the 
ibrther  consideration  of  the  case  is  postponed,  to  enable  the  plaintiff  to 
move  at  special  term  to  amend  his  complaint,  which  motion  is  made 
and  denied,  it  will  not  be  held  as  error  by  this  court,  although  the 
referee  might  have  allowed  the  amendment  if  the  motion  had  been  made 
before  him,  especially  where  the  demand  of  the  plaintiff  is  very  stale, 
if  not  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations,  and  not,  therefore,  entitled  ^ 

to  any  favor  from  the  court 

JR  teenUf  that  where  the  plaintiff  has  fully  ratified  a  settlement  and  dis- 
charge made  by  his  agent  of  a  claim  against  another,  in  favor  of  the 
plaintiff,  the  debtor  is  discharged  therefrom  and  the  plaintiff  is  bound, 
whether  the  agent  had  authority  to  make  such  settlement  and  discharge 
or  not. 

Jcmua/ry^  1873. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  general  term  of  the 
supreme  comt  of  the  first  judicial  district.    The  cause  was 
tried  by  a  referee,  aud  his  report,  which  shows  the  facts  suffi- 
ciently, is  as  follows : 
To  the  ^wpreme  Court  of  the  State  of  New  York: 

In  pursuance  of  an  order  entered  in  the  above  action,  dated 
the  22d  day  of  June,  1867,  by  which  it  was  ordered  that  said 
action  be  referred  to  me  to  hear,  try  and  determine  all  the 
issues  therein,  I,  William  Mitchell,  the  referee  therein  named, 
do  respectfully  report : 

I  have  been  attended  by  both  parties  and  by  their  respec- 
tive counsel,  and  have  heard  and  examined  the  witnesses  and 
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evidence  prodaeed  by  them  respectively,  and  I  do  ,find  the 
following  matters  of  fact : 

On  the  23d  November,  1850,  the  firm  of  Middleton  &  Hood 
were  doing  business  in  San  Francisco,  and  were  composed  of 
John  Middleton  and  John  M.  Hood.  At  the  same  time  the 
firm  of  Selover  &  Co.,  composed  of  the  defendant  and  said 
John  Middleton,  were  owners  and  keepers  of  the  Union 
Hotel  at  that  place. 

The  plaintiff  then  and  there  sold  to  Middleton  &  Hood  the 
bark  Carlisle  and  its  cargo,  with  all  on  board  of  her,  for 
$20,500,  payable  $5,000  in  cash,  $5,500  in  the  note  of  Middle- 
ton  &  Hood,  at  thirty  days,  and  $10,000  to  be  in  the  draft  af 
Middleton  &  Hood  on  Selover  &  Co.,  at  three  months.  The 
purchase  was  made. for  the  benefit  of  Middleton  &  Hood 
alone,  and  not  for  the  benefit  of  Selover  &  Co.,  and  Selover 
accepted  the  draft  for  the  accommodation  of  Middleton. 

About  December,  1851,  the  plaintiff  placed  the  acceptance 
in  the  hands  of  F.  Argenti  &  Co.,  bankers,  in  San  Francisco, 
as  his  agents,  and  as  security  for  advances  made  to  him. 

The  plaintiff  informed  Middleton,  before  the  acceptance 
matured,  that  Argenti  &  Co.  had  the  acceptance  for  collection, 
with  full  power  to  settle  with  them,  and  this  information  (as 
I  infer)  was  correct,  and  that  Argenti  &  Co.  afterwards  acted 
under  it. 

In  May,  1851,  the  Union  Hotel  was  burnt  down.  The  fire 
made  Selover  &  Co.  largely  insolvent.  In  June  of  that  year 
Selover  left  San  Francisco,  and  arrived  in  this  city  in  the  fol- 
lowing July,  and  here  met  the  plaintiff,  and  informed  him  of 
the  loss  sustained  by  Selover  &  Co.,  and  that  Argenti  was 
pressing  them  for  payment,  and  wished  the  plaintiff  to  con- 
sent to  the  delivery  by  Argenti  of  the  acceptance  to  Selover 
&  Co.  on  their  paying  some  sum  to  be  agreed  upon,  in  full 
settlement  of  all  claim  of  plaintiff  against  Selover  &  Co.  In 
August  of  that  year  it  was  agreed  between  the  plaintiff  and 
defendant  that  the  plaintiff  should  authorize  in  writing 
Argenti  &  Co.  to  deliver  the  acceptance  to  Selover  &  Co.  in 
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fall  settlement  of  all  plaintifPs  claims  against  them,  on  their 
paying  to  Argenti  &  Go.  $8,500. 

The  authority  to  Argenti  was  never  received  by  him  (as  I 
infer),  but  in  August,  1852,  Argenti  &  Co.,  acting  as  such 
agents  and  creditors  of  the  plaintiff,  and  with  such  authority 
from  him,  agreed  to  accept  and  did  accept  the  individual 
notes  of  said  John  Middleton  for  $4,000,  in  all  in  full  for  such 
acceptance,  said  notes  being  payable  at  a  then  future  day ; 
said  notes  were  subsequently  paid  to  Argenti  &  Co.,  and  the 
acceptance  surrendered  by  Argenti  &  Co.  to  said  Middleton. 
After  the  settlement  was  made  by  Argenti  &  Co.,  and  the 
acceptance  surrendered  by  them,  and  (as  I  infer)  in  the  year 
1852,  Argenti  &  Go.  rendered  an  account  of  the  said  settle- 
ment to  the  plaintiff,  and  of  the  balance  coming  due  to  him 
under  the  same,  and  paid  such  balance  to  him,  and  at  the 
same  time  informed  the  plaintiff  that  they  had  delivered  the 
acceptance  to  Selover  or  to  Middleton.  No  objection  (as  far 
as  appears)  was  ever  made  by  the  plaintiff  to  this  settlement 
or  to  the  account  rendered.  The  said  acceptance  was  the  only 
liability  that  the  defendant  ever  was  under  to  the  plaintiff 
and  that  was  jointly  with  Middleton,  who  is  still  living. 

On  the  27th  October,  1851,  Selover  and  Middleton  dis- 
solved their  partnership,  and  Middleton  assumed  all  the  debts 
fuid  liabilities  of  Selover  &  Go.,  and  Selover  transferred  to 
him  all  the  assets  and  property  of  said  firm,  and  Middleton 
executed  to  Selover  his  bond  to  indemnify  Selover  against  all 
the  debts  and  liabilities  of  said  firm. 

I  find  as  matter  of  fact,  independently  of  the  said  joint 
liability,  and  of  the  facts  herein  stated  subsequently  to  the 
statement  of  that  joint  liability,  that  the  plaintiff  assented  to 
and  ratified  the  settlement  made  by  said  Argenti  &  Go.,  and, 
as  matter  of  law,  that  said  defendant  (as  well  as  said  Middle- 
ton)  is  discharged  from  all  liability  to  the  plaintiff,  arising 
out  of  said  acceptance. 

I  further  find,  as  matter  of  fact,  that  no  account  was  stated 
and  settled  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant,  as  stated 
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in  the  complaint ;  that  the  plaintiff  did  not  promise  or  agree 
to  pay  the  plaintiff,  or  Argenti  &  Co.,  the  sum  mentioned  in 
the  complaint,  or  any  other  sam,  except  as  hereinbefore  stated, 
and  did  not  promise  to  pay  the  remainder  (after  paying  Argenti 
&  Co.)  to  the  plaintiff,  by  drafts  to  be  sent  to  him  from  Cali- 
fornia, or  in  any  other  way ;  and  that  plaintiff  did  not  deliver 
to  the  defendant  an  order  on  Argenti  &  Co.  for  the  deliver- 
ing to  the  defendant  of  said  acceptance,  or  of  any  drafts,  and 
that  the  defendant  did  not  pay  to  Argenti  &  Co.  $3,250  on 
account  of  any  indebtedness. 

As  to  the  second  cause  of  action,  I  find,  as  matter  of  &ct, 
that  the  plaintiff  did  not  pay  or  advance  for  the  defendant  the 
sum  of  $500  or  any  other  sum,  nor  did  the  defendant  promise 
to  repay  that  or  any  other  sum  to  the  plaintiff,  either  as  soon 
as  he  returned  to  California  or  otherwise. 

I  also  find,  as  matter  of  fact,  that  more  than  six  years  have 
elapsed  since  any  cause  of  action,  set  forth  in  the  complaint, 
accrued  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  against  the  defendant. 

I  accordingly  find  that  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  judg- 
ment against  the  plaintiff,  and  to  have  the  action  dismissed 
on  the  merits,  with  costs  to  the  defendant,  to  be  adjusted. 

J.  A.  Shoudt,  for  a^ppeUant. 

In  reference  to  the  statute  of  limitations — ^that  it  is  not 
retroactive,  cited  Stone  agt.  Fowler  (47  N.  T.y  566). 

As  to  the  point  that  it  was  incumbent  on  the  defendant  to 
prove  his  defense,  and  establish  his  presence  in  the  state  the 
full  period  of  the  statate  of  limitations,  cited  Bennett  agt 
Cook  (43  N.  r.,  537). 

As  to  the  point  whether  the  agreement  of  a  creditor,  with- 
out any  new  or  fresh  consideration,  to  take  less  than  his  debt, 
and  to  release  the  debtor  is  valid,  cited  Keder  agt.  Salu^mry 
33  If.  T.,  648 ;  HiU  agt.  Bet^,  13  N.  T.,  663). 

As  to  the  power  of  a  referee  to  amend  a  complaint,  dted 
{Code,  %  272  j  id.,  §  173). 
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Coles  Mobbib,  for  respondent. 

As  to  a  ratification  by  the  plaintifi  of  the  settlement 
between  Middleton  and  Argenti  &  Co.,  whether  the  latter  had 
any  original  aathoritj  to  make  it  or  not,  cited  Leslie  agt. 
Wiley  (47  ]!f.  Z.,  648) ;  Palmerston  agt.  Huxfor^  (4  Denio, 
166 ;)  Duniap^s  Palely  171,  note  ;  Story  on  Agency ^  §§  252, 
256). 

As  to  the  surrender  of  the  acceptance  by  Argenti  &  Co., 
under  the  circumstances,  was  equivalent  to  a  release  of  the 
unpaid  amount  due  thereon,  cited  EUsworth  agt.  Fogg  (85 
Vermont  R.  [6  Shcm^  577,  578]  ) ;  Sicey  agt  Sicey  (8  Barr^ 
251) ;  Beach  agt.  End/ress  (51  Ba/rl.  S.  C.  R.,  577,  578) ; 
Albert  agt.  Zeigler  (29  Penn.  Rep.y  50) ;  Shepherd) s  Touch- 
stone  {p.  70);  2  Eqidty  Cases  {Ahr.j  617),  where  lord 
Hasdwiok  says:  "If  an  obligee  delivers  up  a  bond  with 
intent  to  discharge  the  debt,  the  debt  will  certainly  be 
thereby  discharged.'* 

As  to  the  statute  of  limitations — commenced  to  run  on  the 
acceptance  on  the  10th  July,  1851 — summons  was  served 
March  20th,  1866.  Defendant's  several  absences  from  the 
state  during  the  time  aggregated  six  years  six  months  and 
sixteen  days,  besides  five  months  and  fourteen  days  when  he 
was  abroad  on  business,  leaving  his  family  here,  which,  if 
deducted  from  the  former  time,  would  leave  the  defendant 
six  years  one  month  and  two  days  a  resident  of  this  state. 
Claimed  that  the  defendant  was  a  resident  of  this  state,  and 
that  during  either  of  his  absences  in  question  he  did  not 
reside  out  of  the  state,  cited  Code  (§  100) ;  2R.S.  (297,  §  27) ; 
mckok  agt.  BUss  (34  Barh.y  821). 

As  to  the  application  of  section  100  of  the  Code  to  the 
remedy  only,  and  not  the  contract,  cited  also  Morse  agt. 
Ooold  (11  N.  Y.  R.y  288) ;  Sedgwick  on  Stat,  and  Const. 
LanOypp.  658,  659);  SVwrges  agt.  Crovm&nshield  (4  Wheat.y 
206)  ;  Pwrsons  on  Contracts  (4  ed.y  vol.  2,  j>.  879) ;  Dash  agt. 
Van  Kleeck  (7  Johny  477). 
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As  to  the  effect  of  the  payment  made  by  Middleton  in 
August,  1852,  on  the  defendant,  being  after  the  dissolution 
of  defendant  and  Middleton,  it  did  not  affect  defendant,  cited 
Van  Keuren  agt.  Parmdee  (2  iT.  T.  jB.,  523) ;  WvrhcheO, 
agt.  Hicks  (18  N.  T.  H.y  558) ;  Shoemaker  agt.  Benedict  (1 
Kem.y  176). 

Peokham,  J. — The  complaint  sets  forth  two  causes  of 
action.  The  first,  after  stating  as  matter  of  inducement  that 
the  defendant  was  indebted  to  him  in  a  large  sum  of  money 
upon  drafts  drawn  upon  and  accepted  by  defendant,  alleges 
that  the  parties  accounted  together,  and  an  account  was  stated 
and  settled,  whereby  the  defendant  was  ascertained  to  be 
indebted  to  the  plaintiff  in  the  sum  of  $14,827.77,  which  he 
promised  to  pay,  as  particularly  specified  in  the  complaint. 

The  second  states  a  loan  of  $500  to  the  defendant. 

The  referee  to  whom  the  case  was  referred,  finds,  in  sub- 
stance, that  there  was  no  such  accounting  and  no  such  pro- 
mise. As  to  the  second  claim,  he  finds  that  there  was  no 
such  loan. 

With  these  findings  this  court  cannot  interfere.  There  was 
evidence  to  sustain  both. 

It  is  quite  clear  that  the  complaint  is  not  upon  the  drafts. 
It  is  carefully  drawn,  and  is  confined  to  the  accounting  and 
the  promise  to  pay,  based  upon  the  indebtedness  and  ^^  for 
other  good  and  valuable  considerations." 

After  the  close  of  the  testimony  and  after  the  cause  had 
been  summed  up,  the  further  consideration  of  the  case  was 
postponed  to  enable  the  plaintiff  to  apply  at  special  term  of 
the  supreme  court  to  amend  hi^  complaint.  The  motion  was 
made  and  denied.  The  demand  was  very  stale,  some  four- 
teen years  old ;  and  if  the  statute,  under  the  circumstances, 
was  not  a  bar,  it  was  not  entitled  to  any  particular  favor  from 
the  court. 

Again,  it  appeared,  and  was  found  as  a  fact,  that  the  defend- 
ant, with  another,  was  merely  an  accommodation  acceptor  for 
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the  benefit  t>f  Middleton  &  Hood,  and  I  think  the  settlement 
of  the  draft  by  Middleton  with  Argenti  &  Co.,  who  held  it  as 
secnrity  for  advances  made  to  the  plaintiff,  and  its  delivery 
by  them  to  Middleton,  was  a  discharge  of  the  defendant. 

This  settlement  and  delivery  are  fonnd  by  the  referee  to 
have  been  fally  ratified  by  the  plaintiff,  if  not  done  by  his 
prior  anthority. 

Bat  it  is  not  necessary  to  consider  this  point. 

The  testimony  claimed  to  have  been  erroneously  received, 
as  to  the  intended  residence  of  the  defendant,  in  this  view  is 
made  wholly  immaterial. 

I  have  carefully  examined  the  several  other  points  made 
by  plaintiff,  as  to  the  receipt  and  rejection  of  evidence,  and 
am  of  opinion  that  no  error  to  plaintiff's  prejudice  was  cc»n- 
mitted. 

The  jud^nnent  should  be  aflSrmed. 

P  JbTj.,  re^is  for  affinaance. 

All  agree. 
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BUFFALO  SUPERIOR  COURT. 
Okeostoph  Sohwikgeb  agt.  Ohasles  Hiokox  et  ai. 

The  wluntoflry  a/ppeofrance^  by  attorney,  of  several  defendants  in  the  action 
entitles  the  plaintiff  to  the  same  cost^  against  them  under  section  807  of 
the  Code,  a«  if  such  defimdants  had  been  p^sonally  served  with  process. 
The  voluntary  appearance  is  eqnivalent  to  personal  service  of  process, 
Code^  §  187.  (The  decmon  in  the  ease  qflfaeamber  agt,  Maiif<fr^  dicy  ofN. 
T.,  17  Abb.,  85,  disapproved,) 

Special  Temiy  Ncfomnbet  16^  1878. 

Motion  by  defendants  for  readjustment  of  plaintifiPs  costs. 

The  action  was  bronght  againrt  twelve  defendants,  and 
the  summons  was  personally  served  on  only  two  of  them. 
The  other  ten  defendants  volmitarily  appeared  in  the  action 
by  an  attorney  and  answered  the  complaint.  The  issues  thus 
joined  were  tried,  and  judgment  was  recovered  by  the  plain- 
tiff  against  all  the  defendants. 

In  the  plaintiff's  bill  of  costs  he  included  an  item  of  two 
dollars  each  for  ten  defendants  and  one  dollar  for  a  further 
additional  defendant — total,  twenty-one  dollars.  The  defend- 
ants objected  to  this  item,  but  it  was  taxed.  The  defendants 
now  move  for  a  readjustment  of  costs  and  ask  to  have  this 
item  disallowed. 

Geo.  Wing,  for  moUoUy  cited  and  commented  on  Maoamr- 
her  agt.  The  Mayor ^  c&c.j  of  Neu)  York{  17  Alib.  Pr.  35) ; 
Code  (§  307,  mhd.  1). 

Geo.  "W.  GcyT!BSLA]Siyforpla4/nMff. 

n.  The  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  have  taxed  ^^  for  each  addi- 
tional defendant  served  with  process,  not  exceeding  ten,  two 
dollars ;  and  for  each  necessary  defendant  in  excess  of  that  num- 
ber, served  with  process,  one  dollar"  {Code^  §  307,  9ubd.  1). 
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It  is  fiirther  provided  that  "  a  voluntary  appearance  of  a 
defendant  is  eqv/i/valent  to  personal  service  of  the  summons 
vpon  him  "  {Id.,  §  139). 

The  whole  question  resolves  itself  into  a  construction  of 
the  word  "  equivalent."  When  one  thing  is  the  equivalent 
of  another,  it  is  of  the  same  force  and  effect  as  the  other,  of 
the  same  value,  and  for  aUpv/rposes. 

It  cannot  be  successfully  contended  that  to  entitle  a  plain- 
tiff to  this  fee  that  the  summons  should  be  personally  served ; 
because  the  Code  provides  for  various  modes  of  service.  Per- 
sonal service  is  provided  for  by  section  184,  service  by  publi- 
cation by  section  135  and  by  the  6th  subdivision  of  section 
186.  When  publication  is  ordered,  personal  service  beyond 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  is  the  equivalent  of  publication, 
&C.  These  various  modes  of  service  are  provided  for  by  laws 
of  1858,  page  974. 

It  will  not  be  argued  that  a  service  in  either  of  these  modes 
is  not  a  suflSdent  compliance  with  section  807 ;  and,  with  one 
exception,  neither  is  a  "  personal  service ;"  while  the  service 
in  this  case  is  the  equivalent  of  personal  service,  the  most  com- 
plete and  perfect  service  known  to  the  law. 

The  Code  does  not  say  that  the  fee  may  be  recovered  for 
each  defendant  on  whom  process  shall  h^ personaiUy  served; 
on  the  contrary,  its  language  is  for  each  additional  ^^  defend- 
ant served  with  process."    How  served  is  immaterial. 

The  motion  should  be  denied. 

Smith,  J.,  denied  the  motion  on  the  ground  that  the  vol- 
untary appearance  of  the  defendants  by  their  attorney  was, 
for  all  purposes  of  the  action,  the  equivalent  of  personal  ser* 
vice,  and  entitled  the  plaintiff  to  the  costs  as  adjusted.  The 
case  of  Macamber  agt.  The  Ma/yoTy  dkc,  of  New  York  (17 
Ahb.  Pr,  jfi.,  35),  in  so  far  as  it  holds  that  a  voluntary  appear- 
ance wHl  not  justify  a  judgment  on  failure  to  answer  without 
proof  of  the  actual  service  of  the  summons,  disapproved.  Ko 
costs  allowed,  as  the  question  is  a  new  one. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

Jacob  Vooehis,  Jr.,  agt.  The  Matos,  &o.,  of  the  Cmr  of 

New  York. 

Where  a  written  contract  is  entered  into  by  the  contractor  with  the 
mayor,  ^kc,  for  regiUating  and  grading  a  street,  which  contains  the 
specification  of  the  work  to  be  done  and  the  piice  to  be  paid,  not  includ- 
ing dopei  in  excavation  of  rock  outside  of  the  i>erpendicular  line  of  the 
street,  but  provides  **  that  in  case  any  other  work  is  required  to  be  done 
in  order  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  tMs  agreement,  which  is  not 
called  for  in  the  specification,  that  he  wHI  go  on  and  do  the  same  with- 
out any  claim  for  extra  compensation  therefor,**  the  contractor  cannot 
recover  extra  compensation  for  such  slopes  in  excavation  of  rock : 

1st.  Because  the  contract  does  not  call  for  this  work;  and,  dd.  If  the  con- 
tractor finds  it  easier  or  necessary  to  do  it,  in  fulfilling  what  the  contract 
does  call  for,  then  it  falls  within  the  above  provision  for  other  work  to 
be  done  without  extra  compensation. 

It  is  competent  for  the  parties  to  such  a  contract  to  make  it  an  exception 
to  the  usual  contracts  of  this  kind,  and  whenever  this  is  done,  the  terms 
of  the  contract  must  prevail  Custom  or  usage  cannot  be  set  up  against 
it,  there  behig  nothing  ambiguous  in  it,  nor  any  intention  respecting  it 
which  custom  or  usage  should  sui^ly. 

Mrst  DepartmerUy  Nefio  York  Oeneral  Term^  Novemher^ 
1878. 
Brfcre  Ingbaham,  P.  e/.,  Fanoher  (md  Beaby^  JJ. 

Plaintiff  seeks  to  recover  $13,928.93,  the  amount  of  a 
verdict  rendered  at  the  circuit,  where  exceptions  were  taken 
and  ordered  to  be  heard  in  the  first  instance  at  the  general 
term.  The  amount  of  the  verdict  is  claimed  by  the  plaintiff 
for  work  under  a  contract  with  the  defendants  in  r^ulating 
and  grading  section  1  of  First  avenue,  from  Thirty-seventh 
to   Forty-second    street,  New   York.     It  was   proved    at 
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the  trial  that  attempts  for  years  to  open  First  avenue  were 
ineffectual,  because  the  cost  exceeded  what  the  law  allowed 
to  be  assessed  upon  the  property  for  improvements,  until  it 
was  found  that  by  leaving  out  the  slopes  a  contract  could  be 
made  within  the  law.     The  opening  was  then  ordered. 

Proposals  were  published  by  authority  of  the  common 
council,  in  which  the  number  of  cubic  yards  of  rock  excava- 
tion, the  number  of  cubic  yards  of  earth  excavation,  and  the 
number  of  cubic  yards  of  filling  excavation  were  stated, 
According  to  the  surveyor's  estimate.  Thereupon  an  agree- 
ment, dated  the  15th  August,  1859,  between  the  defendants 
of  the  first  part,  and  the  plaintiff  of  the  second  part,  con- 
tractor, was  executed.  By  this  contract  the  plaintiff  agreed 
to  provide  all  the  necessary  materials  and  labor  for  the  regulat- 
ing and  grading  "  the  entire  width  of  the  First  avenue,  from 
Thirty-seventh  street  to  the  center  of  FortynBecond  street ;" 
and  in  the  specifications  and  contract  were  contained  the  fol- 
lowing: "Excavation — All  rock  to  be  taken  off  two  feet 
below  grade  and  replaced  with  earth  without  extra  charge.  * 
*  *  The  slopes  in  excavation  of  earth  will  be  required  to 
have  one  of  base  to  one  of  height.  *  *  *  For  excavating 
rode  per  eubic  yard,  including  its  filling  in,  embankment,  <&c., 
forty-three  cents.  *  *  *  In  case  any  other  work  is 
required  to  be  done  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  agree- 
ment which  is  not  called  for  in  the  specification,  that  he  will 
go  on  and  do  the  same  without  any  claim  for  extra  compensa- 
tion therefor,"  &c. 

There  was  also  a  provision  in  the  contract  that  the  return 
of  the  city  surveyor  having  charge  of  the  work  should  be  the 
Account  by  which  the  amount  of  materials  furnished  and  work 
done  should  be  computed.  The  surveyor  did  not  allow  for 
rock  excavated  outside  the  perpendicular  lines  of  the  avenue, 
and  the  plaintiff  claims  that  the  difference  of  rock  cutting 
between  that  allowed  for  the  whole  rock  excavation,  includ- 
ing the  cutting  on  the  slope  outside  of  the  perpendicular  line, 
was  24,525  cubic  yards,  and  for  which  he  was  entitled  to  the 
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verdict  mentioned.  He  was  allowed,  against  the  defendants' 
objeotion  and  exception,  to  prove  that  it  was  usual  wd  ca&- 
tomary  to  allow  for  slopes.  PlaintiflF  was  duly  paid  for  all 
the  work  except  that  claimed  as  aforesaid ;  and  a  motion  in 
proper  time  was  made  to  dismiss  the  complaint^  which  was 
denied,  and  the  defendants  excepted. 

John  E.  D^YisuNyfor  plamtiff. 
KioHABD  0'Gk>BMAN,ybr  defendwrUa. 

Fanoheb,  J, — ^An  inspection  of  the  written  contract 
between  the  parties  shows  that  no  provision  is  made  in  it  for 
excavating  rock  beyond  the  perpendicular  lines  of  the  avenue. 
It  does  provide  that  ^^  the  slopes  in  excavation  of  earth  will 
be  required  to  have  one  of  base  to  one  of  height."  That  excar 
vation  oi  earth,  outside  of  the  perpendicular  line,  whidi  would 
be  necessary  to  make  the  slope  equal  to  one  of  base  for  one 
of  height,  was,  therefore,  within  the  specification,  and  would 
be  necessarily  returned  by  the  surveyor  in  his  measurement. 
But  no  such  provision  exists  in  the  contract  as  to  rock  excar 
vation.  Had  a  perpendicular  wall  of  rock  been  1^  on  each 
side  of  the  avenue  the  contract  would  have  been  performed. 
It  is  said  by  the  plaintiff  that  the  excavation  of  ro(^  slopes  out- 
side the  perpendicular  line  was  necessary,  and  he  offered  tes- 
timony to  show  that  it  was  impossible  to  do  the  work  without 
slopes  ^^  unless  you  cut  with  hammer  and  chisel."  This  evi- 
dence would  only  prove  that  while  the  contract  did  not  call 
for  slopes  in  rock  excavation  outside  of  the  perpendicular 
line,  still  it  was  easier  and  cheaper  for  the  contractor  to  make 
them  by  blasting  or  otherwise  than  it  was  to  do  the  work  in 
another  manner.  The  answer  to  any  claim  of  the  plaintiff 
for  compensation  for  such  rock  excavation  outside  the  per- 
pendicular line  is  that  the  contract  does  not  call  for  it,  and  if 
the  contractor  finds  it  easier  or  necessary  to  do  it,  in  fulfilling 
what  the  contract  does  call  for,  then  it  falls  within  the  pro- 
vision, ^^  that  in  case  any  other  work  is  required  to  be  done 
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in  order  to  cany  out  the  provifiions  of  the  agreement/'  the 
contractor  ^^  will  do  the  Bame  without  any  claim  for  extra 
compensation  therefor."  It  is  quite  apparent  that  this  con- 
tract intended  to  exclude  any  daim  for  such  slopes  in  rock 
excavation,  and  the  plaintiff  had  notice  that  such  was  the  con- 
stmction  of  the  contract  by  tlie  street  commissioner  early  in 
the  prosecution  of  the  work,  and  afterwards  as  often  as  the 
surveyor  made  his  returns  rdative  to  the  work  done. 

There  is  another  provision  in  the  contract  by  which  ttra 
plaintiff  is  bound.  #  It  is  the  covenant  ^^  that  the  return  of  the 
city  surveyor  having  charge  of  the  work  shall  be  the  account 
by  which  the  amount  of  materials  furnished  and  work  done 
efaall  be  computed,  and  that  he  shall  not  be  entitled  to  demand 
or  reeeive  payment  for  any  portion  of  the  aforesaid  work  or 
materials,  until  completed  and  such  completion  duly  certified 
by  the  surveyor.*'  In  the  absence  of  evidence  of  iraud,  col- 
lusion or  unreasonable  refusal,  the  certificate  of  the  city  sur- 
veyor in  charge  of  the  woi^  is  a  condition  precedent  to  any 
right  of  the  plaintiff  to  recover.  If  given  in  good  faith  it 
concludes  the  rights  of  both  parties  {Smith  agt.  BriggSy  3  Den.y 
73;  Wydlooff  KgL Meyers,  44  If.  Y.,  144;  Adams 2^. Mayor, 
4  Duer,  308 ;  BvO^  agt.  Tucker,  24  W&nd.,  449).  Of  course, 
if  a  surveyor,  architect  or  other  person  fraudulently  or  unrea- 
sonably refuses  a  certificate,  the  plaintiff  may,  on  proof  of 
such  facts,  recover  on  a  qiujm1/u,m  meruit  {Smith  agt.  Brady, 
17  N.  jr.,  176 ;  UniUd  States  agt.  Robeson,  9  Peters,  319, 
375 ;  Thomas  agt  Fleu/ry,  26  N,  T.,  33).  But  no  such  refu- 
sal was  shown  in  this  case.  The  rock  slope  outside  of  the  per- 
pendicular line  was  not  a  part  of  the  work  under  the  contract, 
which  the  contract  required  the  contractor  to  perform.  If  he, 
nevertheless,  made  such  rock  excavation,  it  was  done  to  facil- 
itate his  performance  of  the  contract  work.  He  has  no  claim, 
under  the  contract,  to  be  paid  for  it. 

Nor  is  the  plaintiff  benefited  by  the  testimony  as  to  an 
alleged  custom  among  contractors  to  include  slopes  in  rock 
excavation.     The  testimony  of  usage  in  similar  cases  was  not 
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admifisible  to  interpret  or  control  the  contract  in  question. 
There  is  nothing  ambiguous  in  it,  nor  any  intention  respect- 
ing it  which  usage  should  supply.  Oustom  cannot  be  set  up 
against  the  plain  terms  of  a  contract.  The  surveyor  testified 
that  '^  this  contract  was  an  exception  to  ordinary  contracts." 
It  was  competent  for  the  parties  to  make  it  so,  and  when  they 
have  made  it,  its  terms  must  be  resorted  to  when  it  is  to  be 
interpreted,  and  not  custom.  Whenever  the  terms  of  a  ccm- 
tract  indicate  an  intention  different  from  the  usage  in  similar 
cases,  the  terms  of  the  contract  must  prevail  (RcundM  agt. 
BtMselly  6  Da/ruiy  501 ;  Wheeler  agt.  Newbold^  16  N.  F.,  392 ; 
Dyhere  agt.  AUen^  7  HiU^  501 ;  Higgma  agt.  Moore^  34  N. 
F.,  422). 

Besides,  it  would  require  strong  evidence  of  settled  and  uni- 
form usage  to  establish  it ;  and,  even  then,  it  could  not  be 
allowed  to  control  or  take  the  place  of  a  contract  deliberately 
made ;  for  that  would  be  not  only  to  th\^art  the  contract,  but 
to  give  to  it  an  effect  which  the  parties  may  not  have 
intended. 

We  think  the  exceptions  of  the  defendants  in  the  particu- 
lars above  indicated  were  well  taken ;  that  the  verdict  should 
be  set  aside  and  a  new  trial  ordered,  with  costs  to  abide  the 
event. 

ft 

Ingbaham,  p.  J.,  concurred. 


\ 
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SARATOGA  OYER  AND  TERMINER. 
The    People   agt.  Augustus    H.  Peabsall. 

Where  the  date  of  a  trip  by  witness  to  a  certain  place  is  material,  on  the 

.  trial  of  a  civil  action,  it  is  not  material  whether  the  witness,  swearing  on 
that  subject,  knew  that  the  hotel  where  he  staid  kept  a  register.  There- 
fore, although  he  swore  intentionally  false  on  the  trial  that  he  did  not 
know  such  hotel  kept  a  register,  yet  he  was  not  guilty  of  perjury  (see  8 
Plark&r,  610). 

Where  a  witness  states  a  transaction  occurred  on  a  given  date^  he  has  no 
right  to  confirm  or  corroborate  his  evidence  by  showing  a  paper  made 
and  signed  by  him  at  that  date. 

In  this  case  it  was  held^  that  a  witness  called  for  the  defense  on  cross- 
examination  could  not  be  asked  whether  he  had  not  made  a  statement 
oat  of  court  inconsistent  with  what  he  had  now  sworn  to  in  court  (see  50 
New  York,  892;  also  SeheU  agt  Plumb,  <mU,p.  11). 

September  Term,  1873. 

The  trial  of  this  case  commenced  at  the  Saratoga  oyer  and 
terminer  September  25th,  1878,  justice  Joseph  Potter 
presiding. 

The  indictment  charged  the  defendant,  Pearsall,  with  per- 
jnry  in  giving  evidence  on  the  trial  of  the  civil  action  of 
John  H.  Bnllard  against  said  Pearsall  at  the  Saratoga  circuit 
in  January,  1871. 

'  On  the  17th  of  July,  1868,  Pearsall  sold  to  Bullard,  the 
plaintiff  in  that  action,  one-eighth  of  a  patent  for  a  stone- 
drilling  machine  invented  by  one  Charles  W.  Hermance,  and 
the  patent  by  him  assigned  to  said  Pearsall,  J.  Howard 
Thompson,  Ostrander,  and  Finne,  one-fourth  being  owned  by 
each. 

The  sale  was  made  upon  the  representation  that  the  inven- 
tion and  machine  was  of  great  value ;  that  the  machine  had 
Vol.  XL VI  16 
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been  exhibited  and  tested  at  the  state  quarries  at  Granville, 
Washington  county,  N.  T.,  by  Pearsall  and  Thompson,  and 
that  Thompson  would  not  take  $10,000  for  his  quarter 
interest  in  it. 

Thompson  was  examined  as  a  witness  before  the  Saratoga 
county  judge,  March,  1870,  and  his  testimony  perpetuated  at 
the  instance  of  the  plaintiff,  and  then  testified  that  he  and 
Pearsall  went  to  Granville  and  exhibited  said  machine,  but  it 
did  not  operate  satisfactorily,  and  that  on  his  way  home  he 
told  Pearsall  that  he  would  like  to  sell  out  his  share  for 
$3,000,  being  $1,000  less  than  he  gave ;  and  that  he  thought 
it  was  the  last  of  June,  1868,  when  they  so  went  to  Gran- 
ville, and  that  ke  was  never  there  but  on  that  one  occasi(»i. 

The  indictment  charged  that  it  was  a  material  question  to 
determine  on  the  trial  of  said  civil  action  whether  the  said 
machine  was  exhibited  to  Granville  before  July  17th,  1868, 
when  the  sale  was  made  to  Bullard,  and  whether  Pearsall 
registered  his  name  at  the  hotel ;  and  that  the  defendant  was 
sworn  on  said  trial  in  his  own  behalf  and  testified  falsely,  as 
follows : 

^^  That  the  said  Pearsall  and  said  Thompson  went  to  Gran- 
ville, Washington  county,  on  the  twenty-fourth  day  of  July, 
in  the  year  of  our  Lord  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and 
sixty-eight,  and  exhibited  the  stone-drilling  machine;  that 
he  never  went  to  Granville  with  said  Thompson  on  but  one 
occasion ;  that  he  did  not  exhibit  said  drilling  machine  at 
Granville  with  Thompson  before  the  said  sale  to  said  Bullard ; 
that  Thompson  did  not  tell  said  Pearsall  before  the  said  sale 
by  said  Pearsall  to  said  Bullard ;  that  said  Thompson  would 
sell  his  interest  in  said  patent  for  $2,000 ;  that  the  said  Pear- 
sall had  not  been  to  Granville  aforesaid  with  said  Thompson 
to  exhibit  said  machine  before  the  said  sale  by  said  Pearsall 
to  said  Bullard ;  and  that  the  said  Pearsall,  in  answer  to  the 
question  whether  he  registered  at  the  hotel  at  Granville 
aforesaid,  answered  that  he  did  not  know  as  they  had  a 
register." 
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On  the  trial  of  the  indictment  the  proeecntion  proved  the 
proceedings  in  the  civil  action,  and  that  the  prisoner  testified 
as  charged  in  the  indictment. 

The  prosecution  also  proved,  by  Bullard,  that  when  he 
bonght,  Pearsall  told  him  that  he  and  Thompson  had  exhib- 
ited the  said  machine  at  Granville  as  alleged  in  the  complaint 
in  the  civil  action;  and  that  Thompson  would  not  take 
$10,000  for  his  interest,  or  that  Thompson  considered  the 
invention  worth  $50,000. 

William  Johnson,  of  Hartford,  Washington  county,  testi- 
fied that  he  knew  the  parties;  that  he  resided  about  six 
miles  north  of  Argyle;  that  when  he  and  his  wife  were 
returning  home  from  Argyle,  they  met  Pearsall  and  Thomp- 
son returning  from  Granville  with  said  driU  machine ;  that 
he  stopped  and  looked  at  it  and  talked  with  them  about  the 
machine;  that  it  was  either  July  16th,  1868,  or  about  three 
weeks  before  that  time  when  his  wife  went  to  order  a  bonnet 
from  Argyle ;  that  he  had,  and  then  produced  his  book  ia 
which  he  had  entered  that  he  got  the  bonnet  July  sixteenth, 
but  had  not  entered  Uie  prior  date  when  he  went  to  order  it ; 
that  he  thought  it  was  on  the  first  trip  that  he  so  met  them, 
but  was  positive  it  was  on  one  of  those  trips* 

William 'E.  Jones  testified  that  he  was  foreman  of  the 
Granville  slate  works,  and  saw  the  machine  experimented 
with  then  by  Pearsall  and  Thompson  in  the  summer  of  1868 ; 
thinks  it  was  the  latter  part  of  June,  but  made  no  memo- 
randum of  the  date. 

Franklin  L.  Wheeler  testified  that  he  was  derk  of  the 
hotel  kept  at  Granville  in  June,  1868,  and  had  been  since 
until  1872 ;  produced  the  register  kept  at  said  hotel.  The 
prosecution  offered  to  prove  by  this  witness  that  the  pris- 
oner's name,  in  company  with  Van  Vandenburgh,  wiEis  upon 
this  register  under  date  of  May,  1868,  in  the  handwriting  of 
the  prisoner ;  that  prisoner's  name  was  not  upon  the  register 
under  the  date  of  July,  1868 ;  and  that  the  leaf  of  the  reg- 
ister containing  the  entries  for  June,  1868,  had  been  cut  out 
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by  Bome  person  to  him  unkuown ;  that  about  Jannary  1st, 
1871,  and  abont  two  weeks  before  the  civil  case  was  tried, 
the  prisoner  drove  about  thirty  miles  from  his  residence  to 
said  hotel  and  called  for  said  register ;  that  the  witness  looked 
it  up  and  furnished  it  to  the  defendant ;  that  he  took  dinner 
at  the  hotel  that  day,  but  did  not  register  or  disclose  his 
name  or  business,  and  the  witness  did  not  then  recollect  him ; 
that  the  witness  did  not  watch  the  defendant,  and  could  not, 
therefore,  tell  whether  or  not  he  abstracted  the  leaf  for  June ; 
that  after  the  defendant  left  the  witness  put  the  old  register 
away ;  that  after  the  trial  of  the  civil  action  Bullard  went 
over  to  see  said  register,  and  the  witness  then  got  it  and 
found  that  the  June  leaf  had  been  abstracted. 

The  counsel  for  the  defense  objected  to  the  above  evidence. 
The  court  decided  that  it  was  not  material  whether  the 
defendant  had  registered  his  name  in  June,  or  whether  the 
witness  knew  such  register  had  been  kept,  when  he  testified 
two  weeks  after  that  "he  did  not  know  as  they  had  a 
register." 

The  prosecution  cited  People  agt.  McKvmey  (8  Pa/rker^ 
€.  P.J  810);  and  claimed  that  such  evidence  was  circum- 
stantially material  on  the  trial  of  the  civil  action ;  and  sec- 
ondly, it  was  competent  to  show  that  the  prisoner  had  made 
no  mistake  when  he  testified  to  July  as  the  date  of  the  trip 
to  Granville ;  that  he  gave  such  testimony  deliberately,  and 
after  a  trip  of  thirty  miles  to  examine  that  date.  The  court 
sustained  the  objections  and  excluded  the  evidence  offered, 
and  stated  that  the  prosecution  could  except,  if  they  did  not 
think  the  decision  was  correct.  The  counsel  for  the  prosecu- 
tion stated  that  such  exception  would  be  of  no  avail  in  a 
criminal  trial. 

Homer  H.  Inglesbee  testified  that  he  resided  on  the  farm 
next  north  of  "William  Johnson;  that  he  remembers  the 
occasion  when  Pearsall  with  another  man  passed  south  with 
the  drill  in  a  wagon  in  the  summer  of  1868 ;  that  he  was 
then  engaged  in  getting  in  hay  from  a  small  clover  field ; 
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that  he  finished  that  field  on  Saturday,  and  on  that  day  one 
Draper  called  for  him  to  go  to  Sandy  Hill  with  him,  and  he 
promised  to  do  so  as  soon  as  he  got  the  haying  done  in  that 
field ;  that  he  did  meet  Draper  at  the  law  o£Sce  of  TJ.  Ot. 
Paris  on  the  Monday  following,  June  twenty-ninth,  and  then 
made  a  contract  with  him  which  the  witness  offered  to  pro- 
duce, which  was  objected  to  by  the  defendant's  counsel. 
The  counsel  for  the  prosecution  offered  to  produce  said 
paper  and  show  that  it  was  dated  June  29th,  1868,  signed  by 
the  witness,  and  that  it  was  dated  the  day  he  was  at  Sandy 
Hill  with  Draper.  This  was  objected  to  and  excluded  by 
the  court. 

Several  other  witnesses  were  called  by  the  prosecution,  who 
testified  to  &ct8  tending  to  show  that  said  trip  to  Granville 
was  made  by  the  prisoner  and  Thompson  in  June,  1868. 

On  this  trial  the  defendant  testified  that  he  received  the 
drill  from  the  boat  at  SchuylerviUe,  June  24:th,  1868,  and 
started  for  home ;  before  he  got  there  he  turned  about  and 
took  it  bad:  and  left  it  in  Hermance's  bam  until  July 
eleventh,  when  he  went  and  took  it  home. 

Charles  W.  Hermance  was  sworn  for  the  defendant,  and 
testified  that  on  the  24th  day  of  June,  1868,  he  found  a  drill 
machine  had  been  left  in  his  bam  at  SchuylerviUe,  and  that 
it  remained  there  until  July  6th,  1868,  when  he  went  to 
Troy,  and  on  the  11th  of  July,  1868,  returned  from  Troy 
and  found  said  drill  had  been  taken  away.  On  cross-examin- 
ation he  stated  that  he  was  examined  on  this  subject  in  Troy, 
February  21st,  1871.  The  prosecution  offered  to  prove  that 
the  witness  did  not  produce  any  meihorandum  on  that  occa- 
sion, but  stated  that  he  had  one  at  home  which  he  would 
exhibit  to  such  person  as  counsel  should  appoint.  Objected 
to  and  excluded*  The  witness  testified  that  on  the  27th  day 
of  February,  1871,  Daniel  A.  BuUa^  did  call  upon  the  wit- 
ness for  that  purpose  at  SchuylerviUe. 

The  foUowing  question  was  then!  put  to  the  witness: 
*«  Did  you  then   and  there  (February  27th,  1871)  state  to 
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him  (D.  A.  Bullard)  that  upon  reflection,  since  yon  had  been 
examined  in  Troy,  you  were  satisfied  tiiat  the  drill  tiiat  came 
to  your  bam  i^  SchnylerviUe  was  painted  and  altered  by 
yon,  and  that  Ostrander  and  Finne  took  it  to  Ballston  to  see 
what  they  conld  get  it  made  for,  and  that  snch  drill  did  not 
go  to  Pearsall's,  and  it  never  went  there ;  and  yon  did  not 
remember  abont  the  drill  that  went  to  Pearsall's,  bnt  you 
knew  it  never  came  to  your  house ;  that  you  never  saw  that 
drill  and  did  not  know  anything  about  it  ?  Objected  to  by 
defendant's  counsel  and  excluded  by  the  court. 

E.  F.  BuLLABD,  for  prosecution, 

E.  L.  FuBSMAN  &  J.  P.  Butler,  for  defense. 

The  evidence  being  dosed,  the  court  gave  the  following 
charge  to  the  jury : 

Gentlemen  of  the  Jubt  :  The  case  before  you  is  an  indict- 
ment against  Mr.  PearsalL  It  is  alleged  in  the  indictment 
that  at  a  court  held  at  this  place,  in  1871,  an  action  was  tried 
in  which  Pearsall  w%s  defendant,  and  John  Bullard  plaintifi ; 
that  Pearsall  was  sworn,  in  due  form  of  law,  as  a  witness  upon 
that  trial,  and  that  he  then  testified,  fidsely  and  corruptly,  to 
material  matter  under  consideration  in  that  case.  The  charge 
is  a  very  serious  one,  and  demands  your  cautious,  candid  con^ 
sideration.  So  &r  as  appears  from  anything  connected  with 
this,  case,  the  complainant  is  a  respectable  man,  and  he  brought 
that  action  to  recover  what  he  claimed  was  rightfully  due  him 
by  reason  of  a  sale  of  an  interest  in  a  patent  right.  The 
defendant,  aside  from  what  is  here  alleged,  appears  to  be  a 
respectable  man,  occupying  a  respectable  position  in  society, 
and  a  man  of  good  standing. 

The  crime  of  perjury  is  a  base  crime,  involving  not  only, 
serious  consequences  in  the  way  of  punishm^it  to  the  person 
committing  it,  but  it  evinces  a  degree  of  depravity  and  turpi- 
tude far  exceeding  that  of  many  other  crimes. 

To  make  out  a  case  of  perjury,  it  is  necessary  that  the  peo- 
ple allege  and  prove  that  there  was  a  legal  proceeding  in 
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which  it  was  proper,  competent  and  necessary  to  administer 
an  oatibi,  and  that  an  oath  was  administered,  and  that  the  per- 
son to  whom  it  was  administered  testified  willfully  and  cor- 
ruptly to  diat  which  was  &lse,  and  that  it  was  matter  mate- 
rial to  the  issne  to  be  determined  npon  such  triaL 

In  regard  to  some  of  liie  facts  necessary  to  make  out  this 
case  on  the  part  of  the  people,  there  is  not  mnch  controversy. 

From  the  doomnentary  evidence  offered,  it  appears  that  the 
action  was  brought  against  Pearsall  by  BuUard,  the  issue  came 
to  trial,  »id  that  the  plaintiff  fidled  to  establish  the  allega- 
tions and  did  not  recover.  Some  of  the  things  transpiring 
upon  ihe  trial  have  been  proven  before  you.  That  an  oath 
was  administered  is  proved,  and  I  hove  held,  as  matter  of  law, 
that  it  was  properly  administered  by  the  derk ;  that  he  had 
competent  authority  to  do  it,  and  that  it  was  done  in  due 
form.  The  other  matters  are  more  or  less  in  controversy. 
You  are  to  decide  not  only  in  relation  to  the  testimony  the 
defendant  gave  ^upon  that  trial,  but  also  whether  it  was 
given  oorruptly,  willfully,  intentionally,  understandingly. 
To  illustrate :  A  person  may  swear  to  a  thing  entirely  untrue, 
Mid  yet  not  be  guilty  of  peijury  in  the  least  degree,  for  he  may 
testify  to  it  under  a  mistake.  It  must  be  done  willfcdly ;  the 
person  testifying  must  have  knowledge  that  what  he  is  testi* 
fying  to  is  untrue.  Oftentimes  it  happens  on  the  trial  of 
causes,  perhaps  in  this  very  trial,  unintentionally  of  course, 
tiiat  things  are  sworn  to  that  are  untrue,  and  yet  the  person 
so  testifying,  if  it  is  not  done  willfully  and  knowingly,  is  not 
guilty  of  peijury.  From  the  conflict  of  testimony,  from  the 
disagreement  of  witnesses  as  to  time  and  circumstances,  it  is 
evident  that  mistakes  are  made.  Therefore,  you  will  see  that 
it  is  necessary  that  the  party  must  testify  corruptly  to  what 
is  fitlse.  It  is  claimed  that  there  is  evidence  here  that  wOl 
support  that  element  in  this  case,  in  the  fact  that  the  defend- 
ant was  testifying  in  a  cause  wherein  the  plaintiff  sought  to 
reoover  money  he  had  paid  to  him  for  a  worthless  article. 

You  must  also  pass  upon  the  materiality  of  the  evidence 
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given.  A  man  cannot  be  convicted  of  perjury  unless  the 
matter  he  testified  to  was  material  to  the  issue.  If  a  witness 
should  state  under  oath  fifty  things  that  have  no  relation  to 
the  matter  in  dispute  between  the  parties,  and  although  every 
one  of  those  fifty  things  were  imtrue  to  his  knowledge  and 
he  state  them  willfully,  yet,  the  matter  not  being  material,  it 
is  not  perjury.  The  matter  testified  to  in  this  case  was  of 
this  character.  Bullard  had  purchased  of  the  defendant  an 
interest  in  a  patent  right  and  paid  him  $1,600  therefor ;  and 
afterwards,  becoming  dissatisfied  with  the  bargain,  or  think- 
ing he  had  been  im]>osed  upon  or  defrauded,  or  that  the  arti- 
cle was  not  of  any  value,  brought  an  action  against  Pearsall  to 
recover  what  he  had  paid  him.  In  his  complaint  he  alleged 
that  Pearsall,  on  the  occasion  of,  and  before,  and  during  the 
negotiations  which  resulted  in  the  sale  of  this  interest  in  the 
patent  right,  represented  to  him  that  the  article  was  a  good 
thing ;  and  he  also  alleged  that  it  was  represented  that  the 
machine  had  been  tried  at  Granville,  and  it  did  not  prove  a 
success  there,  as  they  were  not  satisfied  with  its  operation, 
and  no  sales  were  made,  and  it  was  claimed  that  those  things 
constituted  a  cause  of  action  against  Pearsall,  if  the  representr 
ations  were  made  by  him  as  an  inducement  to  the  purchase, 
and  were  in  fact  untrue  to  his  knowledge.  It  was  necessary 
that  Bullard  should  prove  those  allegations  in  order  to  have  a 
recovery  in  that  action.  A  portion  of  the  evidence  and  charge 
have  been  read  here,  from  which  it  appears  that  one  of  the 
things  relied  upon  in  that  action  was  whether  the  defendant 
said  the  drill  was  a  good  thing.  If  that  was  intended  as  a 
representation  that  the  drill  was  a  useful  thing,  that  it  had 
intrinsic  value  and  would  answer  a  useful  purpose,  and  that 
was  believed  by  Bullard,  the  person  making  the  purchase,  to 
have  been  so  intended,  the  representation  in  that  sense,  and 
it  was  not  so,  Pearsall  knowing  that  it  was  not  so,  then  that 
representation  would  be  a  material  matter.  You  will  observe 
that  in  saying  this,  he  does  not  state  any  particular  quality 
that  this  machine  had,  how  much  work  it  would  perform  ;  he 
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simply  represents  it  to  be  a  good  thing.  In  that  case,  per- 
haps, it  was  properly  left  to  the  jury  to  say  whether  a  man 
saying  it  was  a  good  thing  meant  that  it  was  a  valuable  thing ; 
that  it  had  intrinsic  merits  and  would  perform  work  econom- 
ically. It  is  for  the  jury  to  determine  what  such  a  remark 
meant.  If  it  was  such  a  remark  as  merchants  or  others  hay- 
ing property  to  sell  are  apt  to  make,  that  it  is  a  good  thing 
and  worth  so  much,  that  there  is  a  scarcity  of  the  article ;  if 
it  was  simply  the  expression  of  an  opinion  or  merely  a  repre- 
sentation without  intending  to  assert  any  particular  £Etct  in 
relation  to  it,  that  would  be  one  thing;  but  if  it  was  intended 
to  be  a  representation  that  it  was  valuable,  then  that  is 
quite  another  thing.  I  called  upon  counsel  to  produce  a  case 
where  an  article  had  been  represented  in  that  manner,  and  I 
think  it  will  hardly  fall  within  the  experience  of  any  one  that 
a  num  who  says  such  a  horse  is  a  good  horse,  means  thereby 
to  assert  any  particular  quality  of  the  horse.  The  bearing 
that  this  has  is,  that  if  by  saying  that  it  was  a  good  thing 
the  defendant  meant  that  it  was  a  valuable  thing,  it  was  neces- 
sary for  Bnllard  to  prove,  before  he  could  recover,  that  Pear- 
sall made  the  representation,  that  it  was  false,  and  that  Pear- 
sall knew  it  was  false.  This  evidence  was  brought  out  upon 
Hiat  trial  evidently  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  Pearsall 
knew  the  falsity  of  that  which  he  had  stated.  Upon  that 
trial,  I  apprehend,  they  did  not  seek  to  show  that  he 
had  admitted  anywhere  that  this  machine  was  not  a  good 
thing,  or  that  any  other  representation  was  not  true,  but  they 
sou^t  to  show  that  he  did  know  these  things,  because  why  ( 
Because  he  had  seen  that  machine  tested  in  Granville,  and 
knew  just  what  it  had  done  and  what  it  &iled  to  do,  said  that 
had  taken  place  before  this  sale.  If  the  machine  had  been  to 
Granville  before  the  sale  and  had  proved  a  fiiilure,  having 
radical,  inherent  defects,  and  Pearsall  was  there  and  aware 
of  the  fSEulnre,  that  would  be  v^y  impcurtant  evidence  for  the 
jury  in  that  case  upon  the  question  of  his  knowledge  It 
was  claimed  that  the  defendant  knew  these  things  because  he 
Vol.  XL  VI  17 
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was  there  and  saw  them.  The  answer  to  that  was  that  he 
was  not  there ;  he  would  not  have  them  infer  that  he  knew 
anything  about  it  because  that  had  not  taken  place;  that 
when  this  sale  took  place,  the  seventeenth  July,  that  machine 
had  not  been  used  at  Granville.  The  defendant  is  here 
indicted,  and  it  is  alleged  against  him  that  that  drill  had  been 
tested  in  Granville  prior  to  the  seventeenth  July,  when  the  sale 
was  made,  and  that  is  the  only  question  you  are  to  consider, 
whether  his  testimony  in  that  respect  was  true  or  false,  that 
being  the  only  assignment  or  allegation  of  perjury.  That 
brings  you  to  this  question,  did  Pearsall,  when  he  testified 
that  that  drill  had  not  been  used  in  Granville  prior  to  that 
sale,  testify  to  that  which  he  knew  to  be  false?  As  I  said 
before,  that  is  the  assignment  of  perjury;  beyond  that  you 
need  not  go. 

To  apply  the  principle  I  stated  a  moment  ago,  it  is  possible 
that  Pearsall  may  have  testified  to  that,  that  it  was  untrue 
and  yet  not  be  guilty  of  perjury,  because  as  I  said  before  he 
must  testify  to  it  willfully  and  corruptly,  and  it  must  be  false 
and  relate  to  a  material  matter ;  for  if  it  has  not  those  three 
elements,  no  matter  how  untrue  it  is,  it  is  not  perjury.  This 
will  bring  you  to  the  consideration  of  a  question  of  fiact. 
You  will  determine  first  from  the  evidence  whether  that 
machine  was  used  there  prior  to  the  seventeenth  July. 
.  Mr.  Jones,  who  is  engaged  in  the  quarry  where  they  have 
occasion  to  drill,  and  where  this  machine  was  taken  at  some 
time  and  tested,  states,  when  asked  as  to  the  time,  that  he 
thinks  it  was  in  Jime ;  he  made  no  memorandum  of  it ;  he 
could  not  tell  what  time  in  June,  and  on  cross-examination 
he  could  not  tell  that  it  was  not  perhaps  in  the  fore  part  of 
July.  He  is  asked  with  the  view  of  ascertaining  the  cor- 
rectness of  his  recollection  as  to  the  time  he  talked  with 
Burdick,  and  he  says  he  can't  tell  what  year  or  month  Bur- 
dick  came,  having  made  no  memorandum.  It  appears  that 
five  or  six  other  persons  were  there  besides  his  brother,  and 
none  of  them  are  called  as  witnesses.     Jones  was  asked 
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whether  he  remembered  his  brother  keeping  the  time  and 
etating  that  the  machine  drilled  three  or  four  inches  a  min 
nte,  and  he  said  he  did  not ;  while  other  witnesses  testify 
that  such  was  the  fact.  Now  it  is  for  you  to  say  whether  in 
the  case  of  men  testifying  like  Pearsall — and  I  am  now  con- 
sidering his  testimony  on  the  former  trial — suppose  Jones 
and  he  had  testified  on  the  former  trial,  Pearsall  testifying 
that  he  knew  what  day  he  went  there ;  that  he  made  a  mem- 
orandum that  night  and  was  positive ;  how  would  a  jury 
have  found  t  Would  they  have  said  that  Pearsall  had  testi- 
fied falsely  as  compared  with  the  testimony  of  Jones !  Mr. 
Johnson,  who  Uves  m  Hartford,  and  who  formerly  lived  in 
this  county,  testifies  that  he  lived  five  or  six  miles  from 
Argyle ;  that  he  and  his  wife  went  to  Argyle  for  a  bonnet  in 
the  month  of  June,  and  about  a  fortnight  from  that  time 
they  went  down  and  got  the  bonnet ;  and  that  on  one  of 
these  occasions,  which  he  thinks  was  the  first  time,  he  met 
these  men  coming  in  the  direction  from  Granville,  having  the 
drill  in  the  wagon,  and  he  there  had  some  conversation  with 
them.  Johnson  says  he  kept  a  diary,  but  he  did  not  enter 
the  day  they  went  to  get  the  bonnet,  but  did  enter  the  day 
they  came  firom  Argyle  with  the  bonnet  and  paid  for  it.  He 
further  testified  that  he  made  this  memorandum  in  the  even- 
mg  of  the  day  that  he  met  them,  when  Inglesbee  was  there ; 
and,  I  think,  afterwards  corrected  it,  saying  it  was  not  made 
that  evening.  Mr.  Johnson,  so  far  as  appears,  is  a  respectable 
man ;  he  says  he  is  about  seventy  years  of  age  and  has  a 
poor  recollection.  He  says  he  was  not  in  the  habit  of  going 
to  Argyle  very  often ;  but  when  asked  as  to  whether  he  did 
not  go  down  twice  that  July,  he  would  not  swear  he 
did  not;  and  would  not  swear  he  did  not  go  down  five 
or  six  times  that  summer.  He  will  not  testify  posi- 
tively, but  is  quite  confident  in  his  recollection,  and  it  is 
for  you  to  say  what  weight  you  will  give  to  his  testimony. 
Because  a  witness  asserts  and  assumes  that  his  recollection  is 
in&llible  it  does  not  follow  that  the  jury  are  to  take  his  esti- 
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mate  of  it.  That  would  be  a  very  unsafe  rule  to  be  governed 
by  as  to  any  matter,  and  especially  as  to  his  testimony  on  the 
stand.  The  jury  will  consider  the  manner  in  which  the  tes- 
timony is  given  and  the  surrounding  circumstances  in 
determining  the  degree  of  credit  to  be  given  to  a  witness, 
statement.  Mr.  Inglesbee,  who  lives  in  Washington  county, 
testifies  that  he  was  at  work  with  his  boy  in  a  clover  field ; 
saw  these  men  pass ;  had  seen  Pearsall  once  or  twice  before  ; 
saw  them  stop  in  front  of  Johnson's  and  then  drive  along, 
and  I  think  he  saw  the  drill.  He  testifies  that  he  went  to 
Johnson's  that  evening  and  had  a  conversation  with  Johnson 
about  these  men  and  the  drill,  and  he  thinks  (and  he  is  a  man 
evidently  who  thinks  pretty  well  of  his  own  opinion)  that  it 
was  in  June,  the  day  Johnson  went  to  Argyle  the  first  time. 
When  inquired  of  as  to  the  correctness  of  his  recollection  he 
says,  not  that  he  made  any  memorandum,  not  that  he  was 
aware  that  Johnson  made  any  memcmmdum,  but  that  he 
made  no  entry  at  all  in  relation  to  this  transaetion  ;  and  that 
he  remembered  it  because  on  Monday  he  went  to  Sandy  Hill 
and  there  signed  a  contract  with  Draper.  If  you  see  the 
connection  between  those  transactions,  and  that  it  is  a  cir- 
cumstance that  enables  him  to  recollect,  you  will  give  it  all 
the  weight  it  should  have,  why  he  selects  that  circumstance 
that  he  went  the  following  Monday,  why  he  does  not  say  he 
remembers  it  because  of  something  he  did  the  following 
Tuesday,  or  what  connection  the  two  transactions  have  is  for 
you  to  consider.  Homer  Inglesbee  testifies  that  he  was  in 
the  field ;  saw  two  persons  go  along ;  went  to  Johnson's  that 
night  and  heard  some  conversation  in  relation  to  these  men 
and  the  drill.  He  recollects  the  circumstance,  not  because  he 
made  any  memorandum,  for  he  swears  he  did  not,  but  he 
remembers  it  because  the  next  day  he  signed  the  contract  as 
a  witness.  It  was  not  a  paper  in  relation  to  this  transaction  ; 
yet  he  says  he  remembers  that  these  men  passed  on  that  day, 
because  the  next  day  he  signed  a  paper  as  a  witness  for  the 
first  time  in  his  life.    Whether  that  would  enable  him  to 
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remember  what  took  place  that  day  I  do  not  know.  I  can 
©ee  why  he  remembers  the  fact  of  signing  as  a  witness^  the 
first  time,  but  I  do  not  quite  see — ^perhaps  you  may — why  it 
"would  aid  him  in  remembering  anything  else  that  occurred 
just  before  or  just  after,  that  had  no  connection  with  it. 
You  will  give  that  all  the  weight  it  is  entitled  to.  Some 
question  was  made  as  to  his  testimony.  You  remember  that 
he  s^d  he  had  not  conversed  with  anybody  about  this  mat- 
ter from  1868  until  last  Monday,  when  his  father  was  sub- 
poenaed as  a  witness,  at  which  time  he  had  conversation  with 
his  father  about  it,  and  after  coming  here  he  talked  with 
counsel.  The  father  says  in  his  affidavit  the  reason  he 
remembered  it  was  that  he  remembered  it  and  his  son 
remembered  it. 

The  plaintifi  in  that  action  swears  that  the  defendant 
admitted  to  him  that  he  had  been  to  Granville.  That,  of 
course,  is  the  very  thing  in  dispute.  He  has  testified  to  it 
once  before,  and  if  he  speaks  from  present  recollection  he  is 
entitled  to  the  same  credit  as  any  witness.  But  you  will  see 
tJiat  he  is  asserting  what  he  then  testified  to,  and  Pearsall 
testified  then  and  does  now  the  opposite  of  that. 

That  is  the  substance  of  the  testimony  on  the  part  of  the 
people.  There  is  a  great  deal  of  corroborating  evidence 
^pirhieh  it  is  your  duty  to  recall  and  give  weight  to.  There 
are  many  things  I  have  not  mentioned  which  I  do  not  omit 
because  I  deem  them  of  no  importance,  but  which  you  will 
remember. 

I  have  spoken  of  the  testimony  of  those  witnesses  who  tes- 
tify in  relation  to  the  time  this  machine  was  tried,  whether 
before  or  after  the  sale.  You  might,  and  perhaps  it  may  aid 
you  in  the  determination  of  this  question,  stop  at  that  point 
and  take  a  review  of  the  situation.  As  I  said  before,  it  was 
necessary  for  the  people  to  prove  these  things,  and  you  may 
well  stop  there  and  inquire  whether  the  people  have  estab- 
lished to  your  satisfaction,  and  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt, 
that  when  Pearsall  testified  that  this  machine  had  not  been 
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tested  at  Granville  antil  after  the  sale  he  testified  to  that 
which  was  trae  or  untrue,  and  if  untrue  whether  he  knew  it 
was  untrue,  and  testified  corruptly,  and  the  matter  was 
material.  If  on  a  review  of  the  case  you  come  to  the  con- 
clusion that  it  has  not  been  established  that  he  testified 
falsely,  then,  of  course,  you  need  not  go  any  further  in  the 
evidence,  for  the  people  must  sustain  the  charge  by  proof, 
every  man  being  presumed  innocent  until  proved  guilty,  and 
the  jury,  before  a  conviction  can  be  had,  must  be  satisfied 
beyond  a  reasonable  doubt  that  the  charge  is  proved.  If  the 
innocence  of  the  prisoner  is  consistent  with  any  &ct  which 
you  have  determined  to  a  certainty  in  yom*  own  minds^  he  is 
not  to  be  convicted.  I  like  that  rule  much  better,  and  I  will 
repeat  it.  If  the  innocence  of  the  prisoner  is  consistent 
with  the  facts  which  you  find  firom  the  evidence,  then  he  is 
to  be  declared  innocent. 

Now,  applying  that  rule  in  this  case,  what  fact  are  you  sat- 
isfied of  and  compelled  to  find,  as  reasonable  men,  which  is 
inconsistent  with  the  innocence  of  this  prisoner,  and  that  he 
did  not  try  that  machine  in  Granville  prior  to  the  sale! 
Outside  of  that  rule  you  would  have  to  find  that  some  of 
these  men  who  testified  in  relation  to  time,  testified  with 
that  degree  of  assurance  that  brings  your  minds  to  the  con- 
clusion that  that  machine  was  tried  before  the  sale.  If 
Thompson  or  Inglesbee,  or  young  Mr.  Inglesbee  or  Jones  are 
mistaken,  if  they  may  be  mistaken,  if  your  minds  are  not 
necessarily  brought  to  the  conclusion  that  what  they  have 
stated  as  to  the  time  is  the  true  time,  it  is  perfectly  con- 
sistent with  his  innocence.  But  if  your  minds  are  brought 
to  that  point  and  you  can't  get  rid  of  it,  of  course,  his  inno- 
cence is  inconsistent  with  the  facts  you  are  bound  to  find. 
If  you  come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  people  have  made  out 
their  case,  and  proved  all  the  essentials  that  constitute  the 
crime  of  perjury,  of  course,  you  come  to  consider  the  defense. 

In  relation  to  that,  the  defendant  has  put  in  two  species  of 
evidence.    The  drill  which  Wood  brought  on  the  packet 
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boat  to  Schaylerville  is  the  drill  which  went  to  Granville. 
It  is  not  pretended  that  the  only  other  drill  we  have  heard 
of,  and  which  went  to  New  Jersey,  was  ever  sent  to  Gran- 
ville.   Wood  testified  that  he  brought  this  drill  to  Schuyler- 
ville  on  his  packet  on  the  twenty-fourth  June,  and  that  he 
helped  Pearsall  load  it  into  his  wagon,  and  Pearsall,  being 
refreshed  in  his  recollection,  thinks  he  did.    Pearsall  testified 
— I  will  have  to  take  it  a  little  out  of  order — ^that  he  put  it 
on  his  wagon,  took  it  part  way  home,  turned  around  and 
brought  it  back  and  put  it  in  Hermance's  bam.    The  day  it 
arrived  there,  there  is  no  dispute  about.    Hermance  is  called 
and  swears  that  that  drill  was  brought  to  his  premises  and 
put  either  in  or  near  his  barn  on  the  twenty-fourth  June ; 
that  it  remained  there  from  that  time  until  the  seventh  July, 
when  he  went  to  New  York,  and  when  he  returned  on  the 
eleventh  it  was  gone.    The  witnesses  for  the  people  say  that 
this  drill  was  in  Granville  about  the  twenty-fourth  or  twenty- 
fifth  June.    If  Hermance's  testimony  is  true,  that  he  saw  this 
drill  thare,  and  that  other  members  of  his  family  saw  it — ^if 
Hermance  is  correct,  that  drill  was  not  in  Granville  at  the 
time.     There  were  other  witnesses  who   saw  it  and  who 
might  have  been  called.    It  is  suggested  that  if  that  drill  had 
been  there  the  defendant  would  have  called  other  witnesses. 
Perhaps  he  would  and  perhaps  he  would  not.    It  is  proved 
by  Hermance  that  the  drill  was  there,  and  perhaps  defend- 
ant's counsel  did  not  think  it  necessary  to  call  other  witnesses 
to  prove  that  it  was  there  when  nobody  had  contradicted 
Hermance.    If  Hermance  is  not  very  much  mistaken,  or  has 
not  testified  falsely,  then  the  drill  could  not  have  been  in 
Granville  at  the  time  it  is  claimed  to  have  been.    Pearsall^ 
himself^  is  a  witness,  and  I  speak  in  regard  to  his  testimony 
as  to  where  the  drill  was.     He  swears  he  took  the  drill  to 
Hermance's  bam  and  that  it  remained  there  until  the  eleventh. 
If  Pearsall's  testimony  is  tme,  that  the  drill  remained  there 
from  June  twenty-fourth  until  Juiy  eleventh,  then  it  could 
not  have  been  in  Granville. 


lU  NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 

The  People  agt  PearsalL 

2 

There  is  another  kind  of  evidence,  that  is  the  testimony  of 
the  two  Yandenburghs,  who  swear,  and  they  give  the  reas(m 
why  they  know,  beeanse  Yandenburgh  had  a  lame  hand, 
injured  in  Jnne,  and  he  canght  cold  the  fourth  of  July  and 
remained  in  the  house  two  or  three  weeks.  They  swear  that 
BuUard  came  to  the'  house,  and  two  or  three  days  after  be 
was  there  again,  and  said  he  had  bought  an  interest  in  a 
patent,  and  Pearsall  and  Thompson  were  going  to  take  it  to 
Granville. 

K  that  is  tnie,  it  secures  two  purposes ;  first,  to  show  that 
the  drill  was  there  up  to  that  time,  and  also  to  contradict  Bul> 
lard,  for  Bullard  says  he  did  not  say  so.  They  testify  to 
some  other  facts ;  they  say  that  Thompson  and  Pearsall  went 
past  their  house  subsequent  to  that  conversation,  whidi  was 
in  July,  going  in  the  direction  of  GranviUe ;  that  they  were 
together  in  a  wagon  and  had  this  drill  in  the  wagon,  and  that 
that  was  the  only  time  they  ever  saw  them  going  that .  way, 
and  the  only  time  they  ever  saw  them  in  a  wagon  together. 
Thompson  and  PearsaU  testify  that  they  were  not  in  a  wagon 
together  again  that  summer.  If  the  Yandenburghs  are  cor^ 
rect  in  what  they  say  in  relation  to  Bullard's  conversation 
and  what  they  saw  there,  then,  ol  course,  the  drill  was  not 
tried  in  Granville  in  June,  as  claimed. 

Then  there  is  the  testimony  of  Thompson,  who  swears  that 
he  was  interested  in  this  drill,  and  knows  that  he  went  with 
Pearsall  to  Granville  and  was  present  when  the  drill  was 
tried  in  Granville,  and  that  it  was  on  the  Mth  July ;  that  he 
never  was  at  Granville  at  any  other  time  for  the  purpose  of 
trying  that  drill,  and  never  was  with  Pearsall  in  a  wagon 
with  the  drill  but  on  that  occasion.  He  swears  that  he  soon 
afterwards  made  a  memorandum  showing  that  was  the  time. 
He  swears  that  they  crossed  the  river  at  Fort  Edward  and 
stopped  at  Fort  Ann  for  dinner  and  registered  there.  He 
swears  he  saw  Pearsall  write  their  names,  and  after  dinner 
they  went  to  Granville  and  there  tried  the  experiment  on  the 
day  succeeding,  which  would  be  July  25,  instead  of  June. 


NBW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.  U1 

The  People  agt.  PearsaU. 

Pearsall  testified  to  the  same  thing,  with  a  little  more  minu- 
tia.  He  also  testified  that  on  his  return  from  Granville  he 
made  a  memorandum,  which  is  produced,  it  thus  appearing 
that  such  a  memorandum  was  made. 

Pearsall  is  the  party  indicted ;  the  law  allows  him  to  be  a 
witness.  You  will  take  into  consideration  his  manner  of  tes- 
tifying, the  surroundings  of  the  man  and  the  circumstances  of 
the  case,  as  well  as  his  interest  in  the  matter. 

It  is  &ir  to  say  that  Bullard  was  a  witness  on  the  other 
trial ;  is  the  complainant  here,  and  no  doubt  has  some  feel- 
ing ;  it  is  for  you  to  say  how  much  his  feeling  towards  Pear- 
sall and  the  result  of  that  trial  and  the  loss  it  is  claimed  he 
sustained,  $8,000,  affect  his  testimony.  These  are  legitimate 
Boatters  for  the  jury  to  consider,  how  much  the  feelings  of 
these  witnesses  affect  their  testimony. 

There  is  another  kind  of  evidence.  The  register  which  was 
kept  at  the  hotel  at  Fort  Ann  is  produced,  and  upon  which 
appears  written,  in  the  handwriting  of  Pearsall,  his  name  and 
that  of  Thompson.  Pearsall  testified  that  he  did  register 
both  their  names.  Thompson  swore  to  the  same  thing,  that 
Pearsall  registered  both  their  names.  Mr.  Wing,  who  was 
the  proprietor  of  the  hotel,  swean^  that  this  was  the  register 
kept  there ;  that  he  is  not  aware  of  any  change  in  its  condi- 
tion from  that  time  until  this ;  that  he  broke  up  keeping  the 
hotel  and  went  several  places,  but  the  register  was  kept  in 
his  family.  He  swears  that  Jackway  came  and  asked  him  for 
the  register,  and '  he  gave  it  to  him ;  Jackway,  a  respectable 
lawyer,  against  whom  nothing  can  be  said,  says  he  procured 
this  register  at  the  request  of  Pearsall  and  kept  it  until  Pear- 
sall came ;  that  then  he  and  Pearsall  sat  down  and  examined 
the  register,  and  the  napaes,  as  shown  here  to-day,  were  upon 
it  when  he  opened  it  widi  Pearsall.  It  is  said  that  Pearsall 
could  have  gone  and  made  these  entries ;  it  is  for  you  to  say 
whether  he  could  have  gone  and  got  that  book  and  made 
these  entries,  and  Mr.  Wing  or  his  wife  or  anybody  else  who 
had  the  custody  of  the  book  never  have  heard  of  it.  It  is  for 
Vol.  XLVL  18 
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yoa  to  say  whether  he  would  have  made  them  when  he  pro- 
cured Jackwaj  to  ascertain  where  it  was  and  obtain  it.  The 
register  has  been  submitted  to  jou,  and  you  may  take  it  again 
and  see  from  the  position  of  these  names  and  the  ink  with 
which  they  are  written  whether  it  does  not  support  the  testi- 
mony of  Pearsall.  It  is  said  that  these  names  are  written  near 
the  foot  of  the  page ;  you  will  look  on  other  pages  and  see  if 
names  are  not  written  as  near  or  nearer  the  bottom.  It  is 
said  that  there  are  different  kinds  of  ink.  Wing  testified  that 
he  had  different  kinds  of  ink,  and  if  you  look  on  other  pages 
wiU  see  different  kinds  of  ink,  and  perhaps  the  same  kind  of 
ink. 

I  have  gone  through  the  testimony  so  fistr  as  I  deem  it 
important.  It  is  your  duty  to  recollect  all  this  evidence. 
This  is  an  important  matter,  and  you  should  examine  k  care- 
fully and  candidly,  and  if  you  are  satisfied  beyond  a  reasona- 
ble doubt  that  this  defendant  is  guilty,  it  is  your  duty  to  find 
him  guilty. 

The  jury  rendered  a  verdict  in  favor  of  defendant.* 

*If  the  verdict  of  the  jury  in  this  case  is  correct,  it  leaves  John  H.  Bul- 
lard  (a  respectable  man),  the  plaintiff  in  the  civil  action  and  the  complain- 
ant in  this  case,  in  the  unenvia|)le  position  of  having  committed  willful 
and  corrupt  perjury  on  three  several  occasions— once  on  the  trial  in  the 
civil  action,  again  before  the  grand  jury  who  found  this  indictment,  and 
again  on  the  trial  of  this  case.  For  there  is  no  alternative  or  chance  for 
mistake ;  either  Bullard  committed  perjury  three  times,  as  stated,  or  the 
defendant  Pearsall  committed  perjury  twice,  once  on  the  trial  of  the  civil 
action  and  again  on  the  trial  of  this  case.  Every  one  who  reads  this 
remarkable  trial  will  judge  for  himself  which  it  is. 

If  there  could  be  a  Code  devised  which  would  make  parties  Utigant 
honest  enough  to  swear  to  the  truih^  whether  diametrically  opposed  to 
their  interests  and  feelings  or  not,  the  role  of  the  statute  allowing  parties 
to  be  witnesses  in  their  own  behalf,  in  actions  for  or  against  themselves, 
would  appear  to  be  of  some  practical  value.  But  as  it  is,  this  statute 
seems  to  be  a  standing  temptation  to  the  commission  of  the  crime  of  per- 
jury, which  human  nature  in  its  weakness,  in  most  cases,  perhaps,  is 
unable  to  resist.— Rep.        "" 
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SUPEEME  COUET. 

William  B.  Kewbebbt  and  another,  appellants,  agt.  Samuel 
FuBNiYAL  and  another,  respondents. 

It  is  undoubtedly  the  role  that  when  a  witness  on  crosg-ewaminaiion  testifies 
to  a  eoBaierai  matter,  the  party  Ihaking  the  cross-examination  is  not 
allowed  to  contradict  that  testimony,  because  a  contrary  rule  would  lead 
to  the  trial  of  numerous  collateral  issues. 

But  this  rule  never  applies  to  testimony  which  is  not  collateral  and  which 
is  material  to  the  issue.  When  a  party  on  cross-examination  brings  out 
evidence  material  to  the  issue,  he  is  not  necessarily  bound  by  it,  but  may 
contradict  it  by  other  testimony. 

In  an  action  for  alleged  breach  of  contract  in  defendants  refusing  to  receive 
and  pay  for  certain  goods  which  the  plaintiffs  contracted  to  sell  to  them, 
subsequently  to  arrive  in  a  designated  vessel,  in  order  to  recover  it  is 
necessary  for  the  plaintiffs  to  show  the  delivery  or  a  readiness  and  offer 
to  deliver  the  whole  qucmtUy  of  goods. 

Where  a  part  of  the  goods  arrive,  if  the  defendants,  knowing  this  fact, 
accept  it,  this  probably  will  be  a  waiver,  or  if  they  make  no  objections 
to  a  doUvery  of  the  whole  at  that  time,  but  affirmatively  refuse  to  receive 
them  on  some  other  ground,  this  probably  would  constitute  a  waiver  of 
delivery  of  the  whole. 

First  Defpartmervty  New  York  Oeneral  Term^  November ^ 
1873. 

Before  Ingbaham,  P.  J".,  Beady  cmd  Lbabned,  JJ. 

This  is  an  action  to  recover  for  alleged  breach  of  contract, 
in  that  the  defendants  refused  to  receive  and  pay  for  certain 
jute  hemp  which  the  plaintiffs  contracted  to  sell  to  them. 

The  written  contract  is  annexed  to  the  complaint,  and  is  as 
follows:  * 
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"  Daniel  L.  Stuboib,  Hemp  Broker, 
"  117  Wall  Street, 
"  Nbw  York,  May  19,  1870. 

"  Sold  for  acconnt  of  Messrs.  Newberry  &  Son,  to  Messrs. 
Fumival  &  Eitchy,  four,  hundred  and  thirty-one  (431)  bales 
jute  hemp,  to  arrive  from  liOndon  per  ship  Bobena,  in  good 
order  and  free  from  damage,  at  five  and  three-fourths  cents 
per  pound,  gold,  cash,  payable  fifteen  days  from  delivery 
alongside  vessel,  purchaser  to  advance  gold  sufficient  to  pay 
duties. 

«  DANIEL  L.  STUEGIS,  Broker. 

"  Accepted — Fubnital  &  ErroHT." 

Lbaenbd,  J, — It  is  found  by  the  referee — and  the  finding 
is  sustained  by  the  evidence — ^that  in  this  transaction  Stui^gia 
acted  for  the  seller  and  not  for  the  defendants. 

When  the  ship  Eobena  arrived  she  brought  only  343  bales 
for  the  •  plaintiffi.  The  remaining  eighty-eight  bales  subse- 
quently arrived  by  another  ship  about  a  month  later.  On  the 
arrival  of  the  Eobena  the  plaintiffs  delivered  Sturgis  an  order 
for  the  delivery  of  344  bales  of  jute  to  Fumival  &  Eitchy. 
By  means  of  this  order  Sturgis  procured  the  delivery  of  the 
jute  to  him  and  stored  it  in  his  name  in  a  public  store.  On 
the  arrival  of  the  Eobena,  Fumival  examined  the  jute  on  the 
dock,  and  went  to  Sturgis  and  told  him  it  was  not  the  hemp 
he  agreed  to  purchase,  and  refused  to  take  it  on  that  ground, 
assigning  no  other  reason.  He  had  no  knowledge  or  notice 
then  that  the  whole  431  bales,  called  for  by  the  contract,  had 
not  arrived. 

The  referee  further  finds  that  neither  the  whole  nor  aay 
part  of  the  jute  was  ever  offered  or  tendered  to  defendants 
by  the  plaintiffs. 

He  finds  that  the  jute  was  merchantable.  It  can  hardly 
be  disputed  that,  in  the  sale  of  the  jute,  Sturgis  was  agent 
for  the  plaintiffs.  He  testifies  that  he  was  employed  by 
them  to  sell  the  jute,  and  the  contract  itself  shows  that  he 
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was  not  the  agent  of  the  defendants  becaose  thej  signed  it 
themselves.  So  also,  on  the  arrival  of  the  Bobena,  Storgis 
asked  the  defendants  for  money  to  pay  the  dnties.  Sturgis 
did  not  act  as  the  agent  of  the  defendants  in  any  of  the  deal- 
ings between  the  parties.  Such  was  the  opinion  of  the 
referee,  and  it  seems  to  be  sustained  by  the  evidence. 

It  is  insisted,  however,  on  this  point  as  to  the  agency  of 
Stargis,  that  the  referee  erred  in  the  exclosion  of  certain 
evidence.  On  the  cross-examination  by  the  defendants  of 
Storgis,  who  was  the  plaintiffs'  witness,  he  testified  that  he 
told  one  of  the  defendants  that  the  plainti£&  ooold  not  deliver 
the  fhll  nnmber  of  bales  at  that  time.  Snbsequently  that  one 
of  the  defendants  was  called  and  contradicted  this  statement. 
The  plaintiffs  insist  that  this  was  error, and  cite  CrouncesLgL' 
FUch  (6  Abb.  JV.  S,j  185,  <&o.)j  and  other  cases.  It  is 
ondonbtedly  true  that  when  a  witness  on  cross-examination 
testifies  to  a  collateral  matter  the  party  cross-examining  is  not 
aUowed  to  contradict  that  testimony.  The  reason  of  this  is 
not  that  by  this  cross-examination  the  party  cross-examining 
has  made  the  witness  his  own.  It  is  because  a  contrary  rule 
would  lead  to  the  trial  of  numerous  collateral  issues ;  such 
too  as  the  opposite  party  is  not  supposed  to  have  expected  to 
try.  But  this  rule  never  applies  to  testimony  which  is  not 
collateral,  and  which  is  material  to  the  issue.  When  a  party 
on  cross-examination  brings  out  evidence  material  to  the 
issue,  he  is  not  necessarily  bound  by  it,  but  may  contradict 
it  by  other  witnesses.  In  tl#3  present  case  the  knowledge  by 
the  defendants,  at  the  time  when  the  first  parcel  of  jute 
arrived,  that  the  whole  had  not  come,  was  very  material.  On 
the  denial  of  a  motion  for  a  nonsuit  the  referee  rested  his 
denial  in  part  on  a  waiver  by  the  defendants  as  to  the  delivery 
of  the  whole  of  the  jute.  Of  course  there  could  be  no 
waiver  unless  they  knew  that  only  part  had  arrived.  Their 
knowledge,  therefore,  of  this  fact  was  material  to  the  issue, 
and  they  had  the  right  to  contradict  the  testimony  of  Sturgis 
on  this  point. 
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Assmning,  then,  that  Sturgis  was  not  the  agent  of  the 
defendants,  none  of  his  acts  constituted  a  deliyery  to  the 
defendants  or  an  acceptance  by  them. 

The  case  is  then  presented  of  an  executory  contract  to 
deliver  certain  goods,  to  arrive  by  a  designated  vessel.  In 
order  to  recover  it  was  necessary  for  the  plaintiffs  to  show  the 
delivery,  or  a  readiness  and  offer  to  deliver,  the  whole 
quantity  {Baker  agt.  Higgina^  21  If.  T.^  397). 

When  a  part  of  the  jute  arrived,  if  the  defendants,  know- 
ing this  fisk^t,  had  accepted  it,  this  would  have  been  a  waiver. 
Possibly,  too,  if,  knowing  this  feet,  they  had  made  no  objec- 
tions, and  had  aflSrmatively  refused  on  some  other  ground  to 
receive  the  jute,  this  might  have  been  a  waiver.  But  it  is 
found  that  they  did  not  know  that  only  a  part  had  arrived, 
so  that  they  waived  nothing.  The  plainti£Es  were  not  then 
in  a  condition  to  perform,  and  could  not  have  performed  their 
contract.  Unless,  therefore,  their  inability  to  perform  was 
knowingly  waived  by  the  defendants,  the  plaintiffs  cannot 
insist  that  the  defendants  shall  carry  out  a  contract  which 
they  themselves  cannot.  Undoubtedly  there  is  a  conflict  of 
evidence  as  to  the  point  whether  the  defendants  knew  that 
only  part  had  arrived.  And  there  is  a  further  conflict  as  to 
the  point  whether  the  defendants  had  notice  of  the  arrival  of 
the  remaining  bales.  But  upon  these  points  the  finding  of 
the  referee  is  with  the  defendants.  And  the  judgment  of  one 
who  saw  and  heard  the  witnesses  ought  generally  to  be  con- 
clusive in  such  cases.  So  much  must  depend  upon  the 
appearance  and  manner  of  the  witnesses  that  we  ought  to  be 
reluctant  to  review  findings  of  fact  where  there  is  a  decided 
eonfiict  between  witnesses  in  their  testimony. 

The  judgment  should  be  affirmed,  with  costs. 

Ihgbaham,  p.  J.,  and  Bbadt,  J.,  concurred. 


NEW  YORK  PRACnCB  REPORTS.  14S 


Eamp  agt.  Ejunp. 


SUPREME  COURT. 

Ann  C.  Eamp  agt.  Hsikrioh  Eamp,  known  as  Hbeman 

Erall,  and  others. 

The  superior  coort  of  the  city  of  New  York  has  Jurisdiction  to  grant  a 
diyorce  and  allow  alimony  where  the  parties  are  properly  before  the 
court 

If,  after  a  judgment  of  divorce  has  been  rendered  by  that  court  without 
TnaWng  any  provision  as  to  alimony,  and  subsequently  an  order  of  that 
coort,  is  made  on  the  foot  of  the  judgment  or  decree,  allowing  alimony 
and  making  particular  provisions  for  its  security  and  payment  out  of  cer- 
tain real  estate  of  the  defendant,  this  order  cannot  be  attacked  collaterally 
and  want  of  jurisdiction  of  that  court  interposed  as  a  defense  in  an  equi- 
table action  against  the  defendant  in  the  supreme  court  to  set  aside  as 
fraudulent  certain  conveyances  made  by  the  defendant  to  avoid  carry- 
ing out  and  performing  such  order  for  alimony. 

The  jurisdiction  of  courts  of  equity  to  grant  relief  in  cases  of  fraud  and 
trust  was  not  abolished  by  the  statute  which  instituted  a  creditor's  bill 
upon  a  judgment  and  an  execution  returned  unsatisfied. 

But  it  is  well  settled  that  an  action  to  set  aside  a  fraudulent  conveyance 
may  be  maintained  by  a  creditor  without  judgment,  who  is  otherwise 
ranedfless. 

Eeitdy  upon  the  dear  weight  of  evidence  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  in  this 
action,  that  the  conveyances  from  the  defendant  to  Schneider  and  from 
him  to  Miss  Burgraff  of  the  premises  number  6  Elizabeth  street,  be 
declared  to  have  been  made  with  the  fraudulent  intent  of  defeating  the 
recoYery  of  alimony  by  the  plaintiff  fit>m  the  defendant  and  the  security 
which  he  was  required  to  give,  and  that  the  said  conveyances  are  void 
as  against  the  plaintiff.    A  receiver  appointed,  &c. 

If&w  Yorky  November^  1873. 
Hatch  &  Van  AiJuVs^  fi)r  plaintiff > 

Wm.  H.  Leonabd  (late  justice  supreme  court),  referee.    It 
would  be  quite  improper  vfor  me  to  sit  in  review  upon  the 
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authority  of  a  judge  of  the  superior  court,  to  pronounce  the 
decisions  granting  alimony  in  this  case.  The  attempt  of  one 
judge  at  special  term  to  review  the  order  or  decision  of 
another  judge,  made  at  a  special  term,  has  been  condenmed 
by  the  court  of  appeals  In  re  Livi/ngaton  (34  N.  JT.,  555,) 
and  by  the  commission  of  appeals  in  Fisher  agt.  Hepburn 
(48  N.  Z.,  41,  53). 

I  incline  to  the  opinion,  however,  that  the  question  of 
jurisdiction  has  been  waived,  if  it  was  ever  available.  It 
should  have  been  urged,  in  a  case  of  this  kind,  before  the 
court  when  the  order  granting  alimony  was  applied  for, 
and,  if  overruled,  it  should  have  been  further  urged  by  an 
appeal. 

The  New  York  superior  court  has  jurisdiction  of  the  par- 
ties and  of  the  subject-matter.  The  only  fact  from  which  the 
objection  is  claimed  to  arise,  is,  that  the  judgment  of  divorce 
had  been  rendered  without  making  any  provision  as  to  ali- 
mony, and  that  there  was  no  authority  to  grant  it  afterwards. 
If  this  was  an  error  or  irregularity,  the  defendant  in  the  action 
might  have  it  corrected  by  appeal. 

The  objection  to  the  jurisdiction  comes  up,  in  this  case,  on 
account  of  the  form  of  the  proceeding,  it  being  after  judg- 
ment rendered. 

It  cannot  be  claimed  that  the  court  had  not  jurisdiction  to 
hear  and  decide  the  ri^t  of  Mrs.  Ejtmp  to  a  divorce  against 
Mr.  Kamp,  nor  to  direct  alimony  in  a  proper  case.  The 
granting  of  it  after  judgment  is  a  question  of  practice,  to  be 
corrected,  if  irregularly  or  erroneonsly  granted,  by  an  appeal 
It  is  very  probable  that  the  judge  may  have  been  influenced 
by  the  statute  as  to  his  power  to  order  alimony  after  judg- 
ment rendered  (3  R.  S.y  236,  §  58).  It  is  so  indicated  by  his 
opinion  (44  Sow.  P.  R.,  505,  Kamp  agt.  Kamp). 

If  a  court  has  jurisdiction  it  has  a  right  to  decide  every 
question  which  occurs  in  the  cause,  and  its  judgment  is  bind- 
ing till  reversed  {Wilcox  agt.  Jacksony  13  Pet.y  511). 
Whether  the  proof  shows  a  right  to  the  relief  sought,  is  judi- 
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cial ;  whether  the  court  has  the  authority  to  determine  the 
right,  when  proven,  is  juriBdictional  {People  agt.  SlurtevofU 
9  ir.  Y.y  263). 

The  granting  of  alimony  in  divorce  is  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  superior  court  when  the  parties  are  properly  in 
court  If  granted  improperly,  the  aggrieved  party  must  seek 
redress  by  appeal. 

The  order  of  the  New  York  superior  court  cannot  be 
attacked  collaterally,  and  I  consider  this  objection  also  fatal 
to  the  defense  of  want  of  jurisdiction  (Le  Guin  agt.  Oov- 
emewr^  1  Johns.  CaaeSy  492 ;  Embwry  agt.  Connor y  3  dnz?., 
511,  522 ;  Wisson  agt.  ChamberUny  3  Cow.y  331 ;  Wilcox  agt. 
Jackson^  13  Pet,  611 ;  People  agt.  StuHevanty  9  If.  F.,  263 ; 
£angs  agt.  Duckenfiddy  18  iT.  T".,  697 ;  Fikher  agt.  Hep- 
hwm,  48  N.  T.,  63 ;  Kvnner  agt.  Kvrvner,  46  N.  T.,  642). 

The  further  question  is  raised  by  the  defendants  that  the 
plaintiff  has  no  standing  for  the  reason  that  she  has  no  judg- 
ment or  lien  against  the  premises  sought  to  be  reached,  and 
hence  that  the  action  cannot  be  sustained.  The  defendants 
also  cite  a  number  of  authorities  to  prove  that  ^^a  creditor's 
bill  '^  cannot  be  sustained  without  a  judgment  duly  filed  and 
docketed  and  an  execution  returned  unsatisfied. 

This  is  the  rule  without  any  doubt,  and  if  the  present 
action  is  not  distinguishable  from  the  cases  mentioned,  they 
must  be  considered  as  controlling,  for  the  defense. 

This  action  is  not  alone  in  aid  of  a  common  law  judgment 
for  the  recovery  of  money.  It  is  to  remove  a  fraudulent  con- 
veyance  alleged  to  have  been  made,  substantially  for  the  pur- 
pose of  defeating  the  right  of  the  plaintiff  to  a  security  by 
mortgage  according  to  the  direction  of  the  order  granting  ali- 
mony, on  a  motion,  made  at  the  foot  of  the  judgment  for 
divorce,  in  the  suit  oi  Kamp  agt.  Kamp^  in  the  New  York 
superior  court. 

The  superior  court  would  never  have  attacked  Kamp  (or 
£rall)  for  a  refusal  to  execute  a  mortgage  on  No.  6  Elizabeth: 
street  after  the  conveyance  to  Burgraff,  on  the  conflicting  evi- 
VOL  XL  VI  19 
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dence  addaced  at  the  trial  of  this  action,  aB  to  her  equitable 
right  to  the  ownership  of  those  premises. 

The  granting  of  an  attachment  for  contempt  in  such  a  ease 
wonld  inyolye  the  trial  of  the  whole  issue  of  fraud,  on  a  col- 
lateral motion,  and  would  ajSbrd  sufficient  reason  for  denying 
the  application.  It  may  be  truly  said  that  the  plaintiff  would 
be  remediless,  as  to  the  right  to  obtain  the  mortgage  adjudged 
to  be  executed  to  her,  if  it  be  not  within  the  province  of  a 
court  of  equity  to  inquire  into  the  alleged  fraud  comi^itted 
by  Eamp  (or  Erall)  in  executing  and  delivering  to  Burgraff 
the  deed  in  question.  A  court  of  law  could  not  by  any  judg^ 
ment  or  process  known  to  those  courts,  create  any  lien  against 
the  said  premises,  charging  them  with  the  mortgage  directed 
to  be  executed  to  secure  the  alimony.  Perhaps  an  action  at 
law  could  be  maintained  to  recover  a  common  law  judgment 
for  a  quarter's  alimony  due  under  the  order,  and  an  execution 
issued  thereon  and  returned  unsatisfied,  so  that  the  plaintiff 
might  maintain  a  creditor's  bill,  under  the  statute,  to  set 
aside  the  alleged  fraud  alent  conveyance.  But  such  relief 
would  be  very  circuitous,  and  would  not  attain  the  remedy 
adjudged  by  the  order  for  a  mortgage  to  secure  the  alimoDy. 
I  think  it  safe  to  hold  that  the  plaintiff  was  remediless  at 
law,  and  this  fact  is  the  first  step  towards  maintaining  juris- 
diction in  equity. 

The  jurisdiction  of  courts  of  equity  to  grant  relief  in  cases 
of  fraud  and  trust  was  not  abolished  by  the  statute  which 
instituted  a  creditor's  bill  upon  a  judgment  and  an  execution 
returned  unsatisfied. 

Courts  of  equity  refuse  relief  except  by  a  creditor's  bill 
when  that  remedy  might  have  been  resorted  to  and  main- 
tained. But  the  cases  are  numerous  where  actions  have  been 
maintained  to  relieve  against  fraud,  and  where  trusts  have 
been  declared  as  against  fraudulent  grantees  or  purchasers  of 
lands  or  goods,  in  favor  of  creditors,  or  persons  having  only 
a  quasi  right  or  lien,  without  judgment  or  actual  lien. 

The  case  of  McCartny  agt  BosPmck  (82  K  F.,  53)  is  a 
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notable  instance.  The  plaintiff  there  had  no  judgment  or 
lien  in  this  state,  and  no  relief  could  be  had  at  common  law  ; 
an  action  in  equity  was  maintained  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff, 
declaring  that  the  defendant,  who  had  received  a  title  to  land 
from  a  third  party,  where  the  consideration  had  been  paid  by 
the  debtor,  held  it  in  trust  for  the  creditors  of  the  debtor, 
and  that  the  court  in  such  a  case  could  annul  the  deed,  &c. 

The  prindple  is  there  distinctly  maintained,  that  an  action 
to  set  aside  a  fraudulent  conveyance  may  be  maintained  by  a 
creditor  without  judgment,  who  is  otherwise  remediless. 
Numerous  cases  are  there  cited  to  sustain  the  doctrine  {The 
Chautauqtia  Co.  Bank  agt  WhUe^  2  Seld.^  252). 

The  case  of  Loamis  agt  Tifft  (16  Bcvrb.  R.,  541)  is  also 
dted  in  McCarUvy  4gt  BoetwicJk  {mpra)y  with  approval 
The  case  in  16  Barb.  Bqports  was  an  action  for  equitable 
relief  in  favor  of  a  simple  contract  creditor,  without  any  lien, 
against  a  voluntary  conveyance  made  by  the  debtor  with  an 
intent  to  hinder  and  delay  (^'editors. 

The  action  was  upheld  on  the  ground  that  the  plaintiff 
had  no  other  available  remedy.  The  debtor  who  made  the 
fraudulent  conveyance  had  died  before  the  debt  became  due ; 
his  heirs  could  have  no  standing  to  attack  the  validity  of  the 
deed ;  the  administrator  could  take  no  proceedings  before  the 
surrogate  to  sell  the  land,  as  the  intestate  did  not  own  it ; 
and  an  action  against  the  administrator  would  be  a  vain 
thing,  to  which  the  creditors  ought  not,  under  the  circum- 
stances, to  be  required  to  resort  {Story* 8  Eq,  Jur.^  §§  353, 
369,  395). 

These  authorities  seem  to  me  to  require  that  I  should  hold 
that  the  plaintiff  has  the  right  to  maintain  this  action,  for  the 
reason  that  she  has  no  other  available  remedy. 

She  has  no  other  means  of  investigating  the  validity  of  the 
conveyance  to  Burgraff,  nor  of  obtaining  the  mortgage 
security  directed  by  the  superior  court  to  be  executed.  In 
confirmation  of  this  position  let  us  refer  to  some  of  the  &cts. 

The  title  to  the  house  and  lot  was  taken  by  the  defendant 
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Eiimp  (or  Krall)  in  1856,  and  he  continued  to  hold  and 
occupy  it  without  objection  or  claim  on  the  part  of  Burgrafi^ 
for  a  period  of  about  fifteen  years,  and  until  after  the  pro- 
ceeding was  instituted,  at  the  foot  of  the  judgment  of  divorce, 
for  the  allowance  of  alimony.  Miss  Burgraff  knew  of  the 
pendency  of  the  proceeding ;  and  she  paid  no  present  con- 
sideration for  the  conveyance  by  Kamp  which  finally  vested 
the  title  in  her ;  nor  did  Kamp  receive  any  consideration  for 
executing  his  deed. 

11  Burgraff  paid  anything  for  the  premises,  it  was  paid  at 
the  time  of  the  original  purchase  by  Kamp,  and  the  deed 
was  taken  by  ^lim  to  himself  in  fraud  of  her  rights,  while  he 
was  acting  as  her  agent  and  paying  her  money.  If  the  evi- 
dence before  me  suflSciently  proves  this  fact,  the  case  is  with 
the  defendants.  The  presumption  is  the  other  way,  firom  the 
facts  before  referred  to.  The.  defense  lies  in  overcoming  this 
presumption  by  proof  that  the  money  paid  by  Kamp  in 
1856  to  purchase  the  property,  and  aftierwards  in  1870  to 
satisfy  an  outstanding  mortgage  for  $2,000,  belonged  to  and 
was  furnished  by  her,  for  the  special  purpose  of  purchasing 
these  premises  for  her  own  account.  Miss  Burgraff  testifies, 
as  a  witness  in  her  own  behalf,  positively  to  a  state  of  facts 
sustaining  the  affirmative.  She  is  corroborated  by  Heinrich 
Kamp,  with  whom  she  has  been  living,  and,  it  must  be 
inferred,  performing  the  office  of  wife,  since  about  the  year 
1853,  and  by  whom  she  was  first  employed  as  a  bar-maid  at 
No.  158  Greenwich  street,  w  here  he  kept  a  boarding-house 
for  girls  and  for  the  sale  of  lager  bier ;  a  house  of  prostitu- 
tion or  of  some  similar  character.  She  states  that  he  told 
her  to  carry  on  the  place  and  she  might  have  all  that  she 
could  make ;  that  she  kept  no  bank  account,  but  placed  her 
money  in  a  safe  belonging  to  Mr.  Kamp,  which  was  in  one  of 
the  rooms  at  the  premises  in  Greenwich  street.  During  this 
time,  as  appears  from  the  evidence  of  E[amp,  she  made 
deposits  to  his  credit  at  the  Seaman's  Savings  Bank,  having 
the  money  entered  in  his  bank  pass-book.    It  seems  incredi- 
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ble  that  Miss  Bnrgraff  should  have  kept  the  accumnlations 
from  the  time  she  says  that  Kamp  instructed  her  to  carry  on 
the  business  for  her  own  profit,  which  must  have  been  about 
1853,  until  the  purchase  of  the  premises  in  1856,  nearly  three 
years,  at  a  house  where  it  would  seem  to  be  exposed  to  many 
considerable  risks  of  loss,  and  where  it  would  draw  no 
interest. 

It  was  a  most  unsafe  place  to  keep  such  a  sum  of  money. 
It  is  also  worthy  of  observation,  that  she  never  appears  to 
have  required  Kamp  to  pay  to  her  any  of  the  money  which 
she  deposited  to  his  credit  in  bank,  if  it  was  not  in  fact  his 
money,  but  hers,  which  she  so  deposited.  It  appears  also 
that  Mr.  Kamp  collected  the  rents  of  the  premises  so  pur- 
diased  until  May,  1S60,  four  years,  when  he  moved  there  as  a 
residence ;  and  that  Miss  Burgraff  never  exercised  any  act  of 
ownership  until  the  conveyance  to  her.  The  premises  were 
purchased  for  $6,050,  and  Miss  Burgraff  testifies  that  she 
furnished  only  something  over  $4,000.  She  does  not  say  how 
she  expected  that  the  further  sxmi  required  to  complete  the 
purchase  was  to  be  raised,  although  it  must  be  supposed  that 
she  knew  that  a  further  sum  of  $2,000  was  required. 

Without  keeping  any  bank  account,  she  claims  to  have 
produced  from  her  savings  the  further  sum  of  $2,000  in  1870, 
to  pay  off  a  mortgage  given  by  Mr.  Kamp  at  the  time  of  the 
purchase  in  1856.  She  did  not  execute  it,  so  far  as  appears 
by  the  evidence.  She  claims  to  have  learned  in  1871,  for  the 
first  time,  that  the  title  was  taken  by  Mr.  Kamp  in  his  own 
name.  She  thus  concedes  that  she  did  not  pay  down  all  the 
purchase-money,  but  says  nothing  of  the  manner  in  which 
the  deficiency  was  made  up ;  she  paid  off,  in  January,  1870,  a 
mortgage  made  by  Kamp,  for  part  of  the  purchase  price,  but 
insists  that  she  was  ignorant  that  the  title  was  not  in  her 
name  till  some  time  in  1870.  Mr.  Kamp  also  paid  the  taxes, 
as  he  testifies,  several  years,  but  he  does  not  claim  that  Miss 
Burgraff  furnished  any  money  for  that  purpose.  The  coinci- 
dence by  which  Mr.  Kamp  draws  a  large  sum  from  his  bank 
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acconnt^  June  16th,  1866,  taking  a  deed  of  the  premiees 
dated  on  the  same  day,  and  on  the  14th  January,  1870,  drew 
from  his  bank  accoant  $2,000,  and  on  the  next  day  paid  off 
his  mortgage  for  that  amoant  is  worthy  of  notiee,  and  is  not 
satisfactorily  explained. 

Although  the  evidence  of  Miss  Bargraff  is  corroborated 
by  that  of  Mr.  Eamp,  Mr.  Shaffer  and  Mr.  White,  as  to  fur- 
nishing over  $4,000  of  the  purchase  price,  I  am  constrained, 
fi^m  the  exti'aordinary  circumstances  above  referred  to,  to 
entirely  discredit  the  evidence.  It  appears  to  me  too  improb- 
able a  story  to  be  true. 

I  shall,  therefore,  direct  judgment  that  the  conveyances 
from  Mr.  Eamp  to  Schnieder,  and  from  him  to  Miss  Burgraff, 
be  declared  to  have  been  made  with  the  fraudulent  intent  of 
defeating  the  recovery  of  alimony  by  the  plaintiff  from  Mr. 
Eamp  and  the  security  which  he  wtis  required  to  give,  and 
that  the  said  conveyances  are  void,  as  against  the  plaintiff  in 
this  action. 

That  a  receiver  be  appointed  with  authority  to  lease  and 
to  collect  the  rents  and  take  charge  of  the  property,  and  to 
pay  therefrom  the  arrearages  of  alimony,  and  the  costs  directed 
by  the  order  of  the  New  York  superior  court  and  the 
costs  of  this  action  ;  and  that  the  receiver  continue  to  collect 
the  rents  and  apply  them  to  the  payment  of  the  said  alimony 
as  it  becomes  due,  and  after  paying  arrearages  of  alimony, 
and  costs  as  aforesaid,  and  the  costs  of  this  action,  and  ali- 
mony thereafter  as  it  becomes  due,  and  the  taxes,  insurance 
and  repairs,  that  he  pay  the  surplus  to  the  defendant,  Mag- 
dalena  Burgraff. 

The  defendant,  Mrs.  Burgraff,  must  have  the  privilege  of 
executing  and  delivering  to  the  plaintiff  a  mortgage  to  secure 
the  bond  of  the  defendant,  Heinrich  Eamp,  directed  by  the 
order  of  the  superior  court,  instead  of  the  receivership,  if  she 
elects  so  to  do  by  a  notice  in  writing  within  thirty  days  from 
the  filing  of  the  judgment  roll  and  notice  thereof. 
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The  Pboplb  ex  rel.  Aakon  Adams  agt.  F&anz  Sigbl,  Regifl- 

ter,  &c. 

A  veddent  aoinQ  tnutee,  his  oo-trustee  havfaig  been  absent  abroad  for  a 
number  of  years,  may  receire  payment  of  a  mortgage  and  sign  and 
acknowledge  a  saMsfaction-piece  thereof.  And  a  mandamus  will  issue 
requiring  Uie  register  to  receive  and  file  the  satisfaction-piece  and  dis- 
chaige  the  mortgage. 

Special  Terrn^  October^  1873. 

Applioatioh  for  a  mandamus. 

Van  Voest,  J. — Under  the  peculiar  ciroumstances  of  this 
caae  it  cannot  bat  be  that  the  relator  is  entitled  to  have  the 
mortgages  satisfied  of  record. 

There  is  but  one  acting  trustee ;  the  other  is  and  has  been 
absent  abroad  for  many  years.  The  relator  was  entitled  to 
pay  the  mortgages,  and  the  resident  acting  trustee  was  right 
in  receiving  the  money.  In  so  doing  he  was  acting  under 
powers  incident  to  the  trust. 

The  facts  of  the  case  indicate  a  concurrence  of  the  absent 
trustee  in  the  action  of  the  resident  trustee.  "Whether  or  not 
he  be  personally  liable  for  the  moneys  received  by  the  co-trus- 
tee, under  the  circumstances,  is  another  question  and  not 
herein  involved. 

It  is  conceded  that  trustees  differ  from  executors  in  regard 
to  pain3  and  liabilities.  Executors  may  act  severally  in  the 
sale  and  distribution  of  property  of  the  estate,  and  in. 
receiving  and  discharging  claims.  Trustees  act  jointly — cer- 
tainly so  in  all  matters  which  involve  judgment  and  discre- 
tion. 
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It  may  well  be  nrged  that  the  resident  and  acting  trustee 
conld  not  refuse  to  receive  the  money  on  the  mortgages,  when 
due  and  tendered.  K  not  paid,  it  may  have  been  his  duty  to 
enforce  payment  when  due.    * 

And,  had  he  refused  the  money  when  due  and  tendered  to 
him,  he  may  have  become  personally  liable,  to  some  extent, 
to  the  cestui  que  trust  Under  such  circumstances,  acknow- 
ledging receipt  for  the  same  would  be  a  ministerial  act,  and 
which  he  could  individually  perform. 

But  however  that  may  be,  he  having  received  the  money 
and  signed  a  satisfaction-piece  of  the  same,  the  lien  of  the 
mortgages  is  gone,  and  they  should  be  discharged. 

This  decision  operates  no  further  than  the  peculiar  facts, 
conditions  and  necessities  of  this  case,  and  is  not  to  be 
regarded  as  any  relaxation  of  the  rules  which  apply  to  the 
powers  or  duties  of  trustees,  or  of  the  legal  proof  required  by 
the  register  to  satisfy  mortgages  provided  for  by  the  statute. 

A  mandamus  should  issue  directing  the  register  to  receive 
and  file  the  satisfaction-pieces  and  discharge  the  mortgages. 
But  no  costs  should  be  allowed,  as  the  register  was  justified 
in  awaiting  the  order  of  the  court  before  proceeding  to  cancel 
the  mortgages. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 
Jacob  Rigb,  respondent,  agt.  John  E.  Ehle  et  al.y  appellants. 

In  obtaming  an  order  for  the  dueovery  qf  books  andpaper$^  it  is  improper  to 
insert  in  it  the  consequences  of  not  obeying  it,  such  as  that  the  defend- 
ants be  precluded  from  making  any  defense,  and  their  answer  be  stricken 
out,  ^tc. 

Buch  an  order  can  only  be  made  after  the  party  is  proved  to  be  in  default, 
and  no  benefit  can  result  from  inserting  in  it  which  of  the  several  penal- 
ties will  be  inflicted  if  the  discovery  be  not  made. 

Bnt  the  insirtion  of  such  a  provision,  which  seems  to  be  sanctioned  by 
Rule  16,  cannot  render  the  order  for  discovery  irregular  or  invalid.  It 
is  simply  an  unnecessary  provision  aud  harmless.  The  provisions  of  the 
Code  relating  to  discovery  ftimish  no  authority  for  inserting  such  a  pro- 
vision in  the  rule. 

Although  speekU  terms  are  required  to  be  held  in  the  several  counties,  their 
Jurisdiction  is  not  limited  to  cases  arising  in  the  county  or  even  the  judi- 
cial district  in  which  they  are  held.  They  have  jurisdiction  to  hear  and 
decide  motions  from  any  part  of  the  state. 

It  is  Competent  for  counsel  to  agree  to  have  a  motion  heard  and  decided  at 
any  special  term  in  any  county  in  the  state,  and  the  order  made  in  it  is 
reviewable,  when  made,  in  a  county  other  than  that  designated  by  the 
Code,  as  if  it  were  made  in  the  proper  county. 

Fourth  Departmentj  Rochester  General  Temiy  Aprils  1878. 
Facts  appear  in  opinion. 

Smith,  Bancboft  &  MoAXyfor  appellcmt. 
F.  F.  "Wendell, yi>r  respondent. 

If  ULLiN,  P.  J, — The  plaintiff  sued  the  defendants  for  negK- 
gence  in  making  the  milk  inrnished  by  him  to  them,  as  the  pro- 
prietors of  a  cheese  factory,  in  Herkimer  county,  into  cheese. 

The  plaintiff  applied  to  James,  J.,  for  an  order  requiring 
defendants  to  make  discovery  of  certain  books  and  papers 
belonging  to  them  or  under  their  control. 
Vol.  XLVI.  20 
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After  hearing  the  parties,  he  made  an  order  pursuant  to  .the 
prayer  of  the  petition  presented  to  him,  requiring  the  defend- 
ants to  make  such  discovery,  and  that  they  give  notice  to  the 
plaintiff's  attorney  of  the  time  of  making  such  deposit,  and  for 
a  failure  to  comply  with  the  order  the  defendants  should  be 
precluded  from  making  any  defense,  and  their  answer  should 
be  stricken  out  unless  defendants  should  immediately  upon 
the  expiration  of  the  time  allowed  for  making  the  discovery, 
apply  to  a  justice  of  this  court  for  an  order  for  leave  to  show 
cause  why  this  order  had  not  been  complied  with,  and  the 
defendants'  attorney  Was  required  to  have  his  clients  present 
before  the  judge  making  the  order,  for  oral  examination. 

An  order  to  show  cause  was  obtained  from  Dooliitlb,  J., 
which  was  finally  vacated  by  him,  and  an  order  made  making 
the  order  of  James,  J.,  absolute. 

A  motion  was  noticed  on  behalf  of  defendants  for  a  special 
term  in  Lewis  county,  to  vacate  the  orders  above  mentioned. 
By  the  agreement  of  counsel  it  was  heard  at  a  special  term 
in  Saratoga  county,  held  by  Bookbs,  J.,  and  it  was  denied, 
and  from  the  order  then  made  the  defendants  appeal. 

It  is  not  claimed  but  that  the  order  of  Jamss,  J.,  was  a 
proper  one,  so  far  as  it  related  to  the  books,  &c.  But  it  ii 
said  that  the  provision  prescribing  the  consequences  of  not 
obeying  the  order  is  unauthorized  and  void. 

The  proceedings  to  obtain  a  discovery  of  books  and  papers 
are  prescribed  by  sections  60,  61,  62,  63,  64,  65  and  66, 3d  B. 
S.,  6th  edition,  293,  294. 

There  is  nothing  in  those  sections  that  authorizes  the  inser- 
tion in  the  order  for  discovery  the  consequences  of  not  obey- 
ing it.  Section  66  provides  that  the  court  may  nonsuit  the 
party  disobeying  the  order,  strike  out  a  plea  or  debar  him 
from  any  particular  defense  in  relation  to  which  discovery  is 
sought. 

Such  an  order  can  only  be  made  after  the  party  is  proved 
to  be  in  de&ult,  and  no  benefit  can  result  from  inserting  ia 
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the  order  which  of  these  several  penalties  will  be  inflicted  if 
the  discovery  is  not  made. 

We  have  no  means  of  ascertaining  the  reasons  that  induced 
the  jndges  who  framed  the  rules  to  insert  such  a  provision  in 
the  60th  rule  of  the  court,  now  rule  16. 

But  the  insertion  of  such  a  provision  cannot  render  the 
order  for  discovery  irregular  or  invalid.  It  is  simply  an  unne- 
cessary provision. 

The  provisions  of  the  Code  relating  to  discovery  furnish  no 
authority  for  inserting  the  provision  under  consideration  in 
the  rule.  If  the  insertion  of  such  a  provision  in  an  order  for 
discovery  could  affect  its  validity,  we  apprehend  that  the  rule 
is  confirmed  and  legalized  by  section  13  of  chapter  408,  of 
laws  of  1870. 

It  declares  that  the  rules  adopted  by  the  judges,  bow  in 
force,  should  remain  in  force  until  altered  or  abolished  by  the 
judges  authorized  to  revise  the  same. 

But  it  is  not  necessary  to  invoke  the  aid  of  the  statute  to 
support  the  order.  The  provision  declaring  the  consequences 
of  disobeying  the  order  is  entirely  harmless.  As  the  defend- 
ants procured  the  insertion  in  the  order  of  James,  J.,  the  pro- 
vision giving  leave  to  apply  to  another  judge  for  an  order  to 
show  cause,  they  cannot  be  heard  to  complain  of  it  now. 

Technically,  the  papers  on  the  motion  before  judge  Jambs 
were  filed  within  ten  days  from  the  time  they  were  delivered 
to  him  by  the  judge,  who  for  that  purpose  must,  under  the 
circumstances,  stand  in  place  of  the  clerk. 

I  entertain  no  doubt  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  special  term 
in  Saratoga  to  entertain  the  motion  to  set  aside  the  orders  of 
judges  James  and  Doouttlb. 

Although  special  terms  are  required  to  be  held  in  the  seve- 
ral counties,  their  jurisdiction  is  not  limited  to  cases  arising 
in  the  county,  or  even  the  judicial  district  in  which  they 
are  held.  They  have  jurisdiction  to  hear  and  decide  motions 
from  any  part  of  the  state.  It  is  irregular  to  makie  a  motion 
out  of  the  district  in  which  the  place  of  trial  is  laid ;  except 
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that  it  may  be  made  in  a  county  of  another  dietrict  adjoining 
the  district  in  which  the  place  of  trial  is. 

It  is  competent  for  counsel  to  agree  to  have^a  motion  heard 
and  decided  at  any  special  term  in  any  county  in  the  state, 
and  the  order  made  in  it  is  reviewable  when  made  in  a  county 
other  than  that  designated  by  the  Code,  as  if  it  were  made  in 
the  proper  county. 

The  order  of  the  special  term  is  affirmed,  with  ten  dollars 
costs. 

My  brethren  concur  in  the  result. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

John  W.  Lea  and  others  agt.  Julius  Wolf  and  Hebmah 

Reisbing. 

It  is  undoubtedly  well  settled  that  the  name  of  the  place  where  an  article  is 
manufactured  and  the  word  which  is  deecriptiye  of  the  artide  manufac- 
tured may  be  used  by  any  tradesman  who  there  makes  and  yends  the 
article. 

But  where  the  plaintiffs  have  a  well  known  trade-mark,  **  Worcestershire 
Sauce,**  which  is  manu&ctured  at  Worcestershire,  and  has  been  for 
thirty  years  past,  and  the  defendants  manu&ctured  an  article  at  another 
I>lace  which  they  call  **  Worcestershire  Sauce,**  and  the  imitation  in 
colors,  size,  language  and  appearance  of  their  labels  and  wrappers  are 
irresistible  proof  of  their  intention  to  deceiye  the  public  and  to  lead  pur- 
chasers to  suppose  that  the  defendants*  preparation  is  the  original  made 
by  plainti^  the  defendants  should  not  be  protected  in  their  fraudulent 
imitation  by  the  pretense  that  in  the  words  employed  the  name  of  a 
place  and  the  word  descriptiye  of  the  article  only  are  used. 

First  Department^  New   York  Oenerdl  Termj  October , 
1873. 
Before  Ingsaham,  P.  J.^  Fanoheb  amd  Bradt,  JJ. 

Appeal  from  so  much  of  an  order  of  special  term  as 
denied  an  injunction  j^^mian^  Ute  restraining  the  defendants 
from  employing  the  words  "Worcestershire  Sauce"  as  a 
trade-mark. 

0.  W.  Sandpord,  for  plavntiffe. 
H.  H.  Shook,  for  defendam,ts. 

Fanoheb,  J. — The  imitation  of  the  plaintiffs'  labels  on  the 
celebrated  article  of  their  preparation  was  so  palpable  that 
the  learned  judge  at  special  term  granted  an  injunction 
against  the  defendants,  restraining  such  imitation.    He,  how- 
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ever,  held  that  in  regard  to  the  name — "Worcestershire 
Sauce" — "it  contains  nothing  but  the  name  of  the  place 
where  it  is  manufactured,  and  the  word  '  sauce '  as  descriptive 
of  the  article  sold,"  and  that  "  neither  of  these  words  can  be 
used  in  such  a  manner  as  to  give  the  exclusive  use  of  them  as 
a  trade-mark."  The  learned  judge  referred  to  several  deci- 
sions  88  anthority  upon  the  point.  Among  them  is  a  caee 
decided  by  himself  (  Wolfe  agt.  Oovla/rdy  18  How.  Pr.  Rep.^ 
64).  That  case  has  been  cited  with  approbation  in  thirteen 
states  of  the  Union.  Perhaps  the  cases  are  so  numerous  as 
to  establish  a  uniform  current  of  authority  in  fSEivor  of  the 
principle  enunciated  at  special  term. 

fiut  we  are  not  called  upon  to  extend  the  principle  to  a 
case  where  it  is  not  strictly  applicable.  For  the  purposes  of 
this  case  it  is  not  necessary  to  deny  that  the  name  of  the 
place  where  an  article  is  manu^tured  and  the  word  which 
is  descriptive  of  the  article  manufectured  may  not  be  used  by 
any  tradesman  who  there  makes  and  vends  the  article*  That 
is  not  this  case.  The  defendants'  preparation  is  not  manu- 
factured at  "  Worcestershire ; "  the  plaintiffs'  is  and  has  been 
for  more  than  thirty  years..  The  adoption,  under  such  cir- 
cumst^ices,  of  the  very  words  contained  in  the  plainti£&' 
trade-mark,  and  the  imitation  in  colors,  size,  language  and 
appearance  of  their  labels  and  wrappers,  are  irresistible  proof 
of  an  intention  of  the  defendants  to  deceive  the  public  and 
to  lead  purchasers  to  suppose  that  the  defendants'  preparation 
was  the  original  Worcestershire  sauce,  so  long  manufactured 
by  the  plaintiffs.  Where  such  an  intention  exists,  the  defend- 
ants should  not  be  protected  in  their  fraudulent  imitation  by 
the  pretense  that  in  the  words  employed  the  name  of  a  place 
and  the  word  descriptive  of  the  article  only  are  used.  The 
defendants,  doubtless,  might,  under  proper  circumstances, 
employ  the  name  of  a  place  where  an  article  is  manufactured, 
as  well  as  the  word  descriptive  of  its  character ;  but  sudi 
words  must  be  employed  honestly  and  properly,  and  not  with 
a  design  to  imitate  and  deceive  to  the  detriment  of  another. 
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Where  words  or  names  are  m  eomm(Hi  nee,  do  one  person 
can  claim  a  special  appropriation  of  them  to  his  peculiar  nse ; 
bnt  where  words,  and  the  allocation  of  words,  have,  by  long 
use,  become  known  as  designating  the  article  of  a  particular 
manufacturer,  he  acquires  a  right  to  them,  as  a  trade-mark, 
which  competing  dealers  cannot  fraudulently  invade.  The 
essence  of  the  wrong  is  the  false  representation  and  deceit. 
When  the  improper  design  is  apparent,  an  injunction  should 
be  issued.  In  such  cases  injunctions  have  been  sustained, 
though  the  name  of  a  place,  or  of  a  celebrated  person,  were 
within  the  trade-mark  protected  by  the  injimction  (Messerde 
agt.  Tynebergy  4  Abbott^  If.  S.y  410 ;  McUseU  agt.  Flanagan^ 
3  Atbcttj  N.  S.y  459;  Atnoskeag  agt.  Spear,  2  Sandfordy 
699 ;  Caswell  agt.  Dams,  4  Ahbotty  If.  S.y  6 ;  Nefwma/n,  agt. 
Ahxyrdy  49  Ba/rbowPy  588 ;  Wotherapoon  agt.  Currier  27  Z. 
Times,  It.  If.  S.,  393). 

In  the  last-mentioned  case  the  plaintiff  had  purchased 
fipom  Fulton  &  Co.,  of  Glenfield,  near  Paisley,  the  good-will 
and  trade-mark  of  their  business.  They  had  for  several 
years  prior  to  1847  manufactured  powdered  starch,  princi- 
pally from  East  India  sago ;  and  was  called  '^  Glenfield  patent 
double  refined  powder  starch,"  and  commonly,  "Glenfield 
starch."  The  plaintiff  had  actually  removed  his  manufac- 
tory from  Glenfield  to  Maxwelton,  where  the  starch  was 
made  and  sold,  when  he  applied  for  an  injunction  against 
John  Currie,  trading  as  Currie  &  Co.  Currie  had  rented  a 
small  building  from  Fulton  &  ( /O.,  at  Glenfield,  where  he 
mann&ctured  starch,  which  was  sold  in  packets  similar  in  size 
and  appearance  to  those  of  the  plaintiff,  and  which  he  labeled 
"the  royal  palace  double  refined  patent  powder  starch,  manu- 
factored  by  Currie  &  Co.,  Glenfield." 

The  plaintiff's  case  was  that  the  defendant  had  taken  the 
snail  building  at  Glenfield,  and  adopted  the  mark  or  label 
containing  the  name  of  that  place,  for  the  express  purpose 
of  inducing  people  to  believe  that  his  starch  was  the  article 
made  by  the  plaintiff.     The  vice-chancellor    granted   an 
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injaDction,  although  the  defendant  was  an  aetaal  resident  at 
Glenfield  and  his  mannfactoiy  was  there.  It  was  dissolved 
on  appeal,  bat  reinstated  and  affirmed  by  the  honse  of  lords. 
The  vice-chancellor  said  ^'  That  no  man  had  a  right  to  avail 
himself  of  a  trade-mark,  or  to  adopt  anj  other  means,  whereby 
he  shoald  induce  people  to  purchase  his  goods  under  the 
belief  that  they  were  purchasing  the  goods  of  another  man ;" 
and  he  was  of  opinion  that  ^'  the  defendant  had  pursued  that 
course  with  the  deliberate  and  fraudulent  intention  of  palm- 
ing off  his  starch  upon  the  public  as  the  starch  of  the  plain- 
tiff, and  acquiring  a  sale  of  his  starch  by  means  of  the  con- 
nection and  reputation  of  the  plaintiff." 

In  Newmcm  agt.  Alvord  (49  Barh.y  588)  it  appeared  that 
the  pbdntiffs  for  thirteen  years  had  carried  on  bufliness  at  the 
village  of  Akron,  in  the  county  of  Erie,  where  they  manufac- 
tured and  sold  cement,  or  water-lime,  which  they  designated 
as  "  Akron  cement,"  and  "  Akron  water-lime."  The  defend- 
ants  manufactured  an  article  in  Onondaga  county,  which  they 
labeled  ^^  Alvord's  Onondaga  Akron  cement  or  water-lime, 
manufactured  at  Syracuse,  New  York."  They  were  perpetu- 
ally enjoined  from  using  the  word  "  Akron "  on  their  bills 
and  labels,  or  in  any  other  way  in  connection  with  the  mann- 
&cture  or  sale  of  their  cement  or  lime.  The  judgment 
awarding  the  injunction  was  affirmed  at  the  general  term, 
and  also  by  the  commission  of  appeals. 

As  a  general  rule,  geographical  names  cannot  be  appropri- 
ated as  trade-marks,  but  the  rule  has  its  exception  where  the 
intention  in  the  adoption  of  the  descriptive  word  is  not  bo 
n^uch  to  indicate  the  place  of  manufacture  as  to  intrench 
upon  the  previous  use  and  popularity  of  another's  trade- 
mark. 

The  order  appealed  from  should  be  modified  and  the 
injunction  extended  so  as  to  prohibit  the  nse  of  the  words 
^^  Worcestershire  Sauce  "  on  the  bills,  labels  and  wrappers  of 
the  defendants. 

Bbadt,  J.,  concurs. 
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N.  T.  SUPERIOR  COURT. 
Mabia  "Katskr-^  appellant,  agt.  Yalbntinb  Hibth,  respondent. 

An  owner  of  a  tenement  house  is  not  liable  to  a  person  visiting  one  of  the 
tenants  for  damages  caused  by  falling  down  cellar  steps  opening  upon 
the  hallway,  where  it  appeared  that  the  opening  was  furnished  with  a 
good  and  sufficient  coyering,  which  was  open  at  the  time  of  the  injury, 
in  the  absence  of  proof  of  defective  or  negligent  construction,  or  tliat  the 
defendant  himself  n^ligently  left  the  opening  uncovered. 

The  fact  that  the  owner  occupied  the  house  in  connection  with  several  of 
his  tenants  raises  no  presumption  of  negligence  against  him.  Each 
occupant  is  answerable  only  fbr  his  own  negligence,  and  there  can  be  no 
presumption  against  any  particular  occupant. 

Oeneral  Terrriy  October^  1878. 

Before  Monbll,  Cuetis  cmd  Sbdgwiok,  JJ. 

Tms  is  an  appeal  from  a  decision  at  the  trial  term  dismiss- 
ing the  complaint  and  ordering  the  exceptions  to  be  heard  in 
llie  first  instance  at  general  term  with  a  stay  of  judgment. 

F.  'KvBXu,kSyf(^  jplan/ntiff^  appdUmt^  cited  Sher.  dk  Red.  an 
Neg.  (66,  508,  509) ;  Eakm  agt.  BT(mn,  (1 E.  D.  Smtth,  44) ; 
Anderson  agt.  Dickie  (1  ItdU.j  238) ;  Congrefoe  agt.  Smi^  (18 
N.  T.y  79) ;  Freer  agt  Cameron  (4  Rich.  [S.  C]  Z.  Rep., 
228) ;  Chapman  agt.  RoihwM  (jSI,  B.  dk  jSI,  168) ;  Ea/rl  agt. 
JitUard  (3  Bosw.y  591) ;  Ca/mum  agt.  Ecutem  Co.  R.  R. 
Co.  (4  HiMrl.  (b  Norm.j  781) ;  Piohard  agt.  Smith  (10  Com. 
Bench  IN.  /X],  470) ;  Oodley  agt.  Hagerty  (20  Perm.  8t.,  387) ; 
Irwvn  agt  Foioler  (5  Robt,  482) ;  Soutiioote  agt.  Stamley  (1 
J3Wi.  <fe  Norm.,  247). 

David  MoAdam,  for  defendant,  respondent,  dted  Sher.  dk 
Red.  an  Neg.  (§  5  wnd  §§  503,  504);  Cwrrcm  agt.  Warren 
You  XLVL  21 
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Chemical  Co.  (36  iT.  T.j  153) ;  Terry  agt.  The  Mayar  (8 
Bosw.,  504) ;  4  ^W.  [iT.  /S.],  273 ;  Jf(X7r<5  agt.  Goedel  {U  F. 
Y.y  572),  aflBrming  7  Bosw.^  671 ;  Sobbms  agt.  Mount  (4  -RoJ^., 
a^  j[?p.  565,  566) ;  Mayor  agt.  Corliee  (2  Handf,,  301) ;  -Owptf 
agt.  Genin  (45  iT.  I^.,  119);  Cheetham  agt.  Hampson  (4  T. 
^.,  318) ;  ^(?fcA  agt.  /»7ii^  (7  5wZ.  cfe  iVbr.,  736) ;  z&w^ 
0(?^  agt.  Stamley  (1  5wrZ.  <fe  Norm.^  249) ;  Robbi/M  agt.  e/(me» 
(15  Cb;/i.  -B^.  [i\r.  /X],  240) ;  CoUes  agt.  Shddon  (3  Zflw/7,  a 
P.  ^.,  495) ;  SuUivam,  agt.  TT^^*  (14  Jurist,  C.  L.  R.,  460) ; 
ChamMer  agt.  Robinson  (4  TF.  -ff.  <fe  G^^.,  170) ;  Haunsd  agt 
4Smy^  (7  Com.  Ben.  [^N.  /S.],  731);  OountreU  agt.  Eyertoy 
{La/vo  Rep.,  2  C.  P.,  370) ;  25  Z.  e/.  ^.,  839) ;  O'Brien  agt 
CapweU  (59  Ba/rh.,  497).    Ab  to  propriety  of  nonsuit,  fl^tw- 
^oZw  agt.  N.  T.  and  H.  R.  R.  Co.  (38  N.  7".,  440) ;  WHow 
agt.  5<wi«  6tn4  W.  R.  R.  Co.  (39  N.  K, 365 ;  20  N.  T.,  73; 
24  iT.  r.,  430 ;  24  5aw?.,  97 ;  2  ZH^,  59 ;  3  Robt.,  25  ;  49 
N.  F.,  177 ;  3  Com.  Ben.  \N.  8\  146 ;  Load  Rep.,  C.  P., 
vol.  1,  J?.  300).    PlaintifE  should  have  asked  leave  to  go  to 
the  jury  {Graham  <&  Wat.  on  If.  T,  vol.  l,p.  281 ;  1  Taunt., 
10;  1  Keyes,  532 ;  37  Barb.,  244). 

CuBTiB,  J. — The  action  is  brought  to  recover  damages  for 
injuries  sustained  by  falling  through  a  trap-door,  down  a 
stairway,  into  the  cellar  of  premises  owned  by  the  defendant 
and  erected  and  used  by  him  as  a  tei^ment  house  for  many 
families,  and  which  had  been  carelessly  left  open. 

The  defendant  claims  that  the  injuries  sustained  by  the 
plaintiff  were  caused  by  negligence  on  her  part  solely. 

The  plaintiff  went  to  the  house  to  visit  her  son,  who  was 
one  of  the  tenants  residing  on  the  premises,  between  eleven 
and  twelve  o'clock  in  the  forenoon.  About  fourteen  feet  from 
the  front  entrance  into  the  main  hall  a  circular  staircase  rises 
from  the  side  of  the  right-hand  walL  At  the  further  side  of 
the  staircase,  and  just  beyond  it,  in  a  recess,  on  the  same  side 
of  the  hall,  is  a  staircase  descending  to  the  cellar,  which  is 
used  by  the  various  tenants  to  descend  to  their  respective  por- 
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tionB  of  the  cellar.  This  is  covered  by  a  trap-door  which  juts 
oat  about  two  inches  into  the  hall,  and  was  placed  there  to 
protect  persons  from  falling  down  the  stairway.  The  hall  is 
lighted  but  obscurely  from  the  entrance  at  each  extremity. 
The  trap-door  being  left  open,  the  plaintiff  stepped  with  one 
foot  upon  the  stairs  and  the  other  into  the  open  space  where 
the  trap-door  should  have  been,  if  properly  closed,  and,  fall- 
ing, sustained  injuries. 

Th^e  was  some  conflict  of  testimony  as  to  how  dark  the 
hall  was  at  the  time. 

Although  on  the  trial  this  stairway  was  described  as  a  well- 
hole  by  one  of  the  witnesses,  and  spoken  of  as  a  hatchway, 
yet,  when  covered  with  a  trap-door,  such  description  cannot 
be  considered  as  technically  correct. 

The  evidence  in  the  case  fails  to  show  any  defect  or  negli- 
gence in  its  construction,  or  that,  when  properly  used,  it  does 
not  suffice  to  protect  persons  having  occasion  to  use  the  hall- 
way and  to  be  all  that  reasonable  care  and  prudence  can  sug- 
gest. 

The  careleetoess  and  negligence  of  tenants  may  <;onvert 
almost  any  part  or  fixture  of  a  building  into  a  source  of  dam- 
age or  injury  to  some  one. 

It  is  difficult  to  conceive  of  means  that  will  prevent  the 
consequences  of  their  leaving  doors  open  or  gas  or  water 
flowing  in  premises  that  may  be  occupied  by  them,  but  for 
their  negligent  acts  in  these  respects  the  law  holds  them 
responsible. 

In  the  present  ca^  there  is  no  evidence  that  the  defendant, 
who  occupied  a  part  of  the  building,  or  any  tenant  of  his,  left 
this  trap-door  open.  They  are  each  liable  for  their  respective 
negligence,  and  there  can  be  no  presumption  of  negligence 
ag^nst  any  particular  occupant  {Moore  agt.  Godet^  34  N.  Y, 
Ii.j  527).  The  testimony  fails  entirely  to  show  who  left  the 
trap-door  open,  or  that  the  defendant  allowed  it  to  be  open. 
It  does  not  appear  that  it  was  constructed  without  proper 
care,  or  that  its  careful  use  would  be  productive  of  injury  to 
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any  one.  Such  being  the  case  it  wonld  be  nnjoBt  to  Mi 
the  owner  of  the  premises  responsible  for  the  negligent  use 
of  it. 

He  discharged  his  duty  to  his  tenants  and  their  mton 
when  he  made  this  provision  for  their  protection,  and  which 
was  safe  unless  carelessly  used ;  he  is  not  bound  to  protect 
them  from  the  consequences  of  their  careless  acts  in  the  coarse 
of  occupancy. 

It  being  entirely  clear  that  it  was  safe  if  used  with  care, 
and  there  being  no  proof  that  the  defendant  left  it  open  or 
caused  or  allowed  it  to  be  left  open,  the  court  properly  dis- 
missed the  complaint. 

The  case  of  Boibins  agt.  Mount  (4  liobty  565,  566)  is 
directly  in  point,  and  the  court  there  held  precisely  this  view 
in  respect  to  the  liability  of  the  owners  of  premises  for  the 
negligence  of  their  tenants. 

The  exceptions  to  the  decision  of  the  court  dismissing  the 
complaint  should  be  overruled  and  judgment  ordered  for  the 
defendant  on  the  verdict,  with  costs. 

MoNELL  and  Sbdowiok,  JJ.,  concurred.      ' 
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ONEIDA  COUNTY  COUET. 

The  City  of  Utioa,  respondent,  agt.  Ohasles  H.  Blakeslee, 

appellant. 

Where  a  citj  Charter  contains  a  clause  empowering  the  common  council 
"  To  dean  the  streets  and  to  pass  ordinances  requiring  the  same  to  be 
kept  clean  and  in  proper  order  and  free  from  encroachment,  incumbrance 
or  ir^ry^^^  th^  have  the  power  to  pass  an  ordinance  prohibiting,  under 
a  prescribed  penalty,  any  person  firom  using  a  wagon  or  cart  on  the 
payed  streets  for  carrying  a  certain  number  of  pounds  or  over  for  a 
load,  unless  the  tires  of  such  vehicle  be  of  a  certain  prescribed  width. 

£nt  where  the  ordinance,  which  fixes  the  penalty,  directs  also  that  the 
expmae  of  weighing  the  load  be  added  to  the  penalty,  it  is  unauthorized. 
The  penalty  may  be  recovered,  but  not  the  expense  of  weighing. 

November  Term^  1873. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  rendered  on  a  trial  before  a  jus- 
tice of  the  peace  and  jury. 

S.  M.  LiND8LEY,yb^  respondent 
W.  B[BBNAN,ybr  appellcmt. 

A.  H.  Bailey,  Co.  J. — On  the  8d  of  November,  1871, 
the  common  council  of  the  city  of  Utica  passed  an  ordi- 
nance to  the  effect  that  no  person  shall  use,  cause,  or 
suffer  to  be  used,  any  wagon,  cart  or  other  vehicle  upon 
any  paved  or  improved  street  within  the  city  limits,  to 
carry  4,000  pounds  or  upward,  unless  the  tires  upon  such 
vehicle  shall  be  at  least  four  inches  in  width,  or  to 
carry  over  2,000  pounds  and  less  than  4,000  pounds,  unless 
the  tires  shall  be  at  least  three  inches  in  width,  and  imposing 
&  penalty  of  fifteen  dollars  for  each  violation  of  said  ordi- 
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nance.  It  also  authorized  the  mayor  or  any  alderman  or 
policeman,  when  he  suspected  any  person  of  vicdating  this 
ordinance,  to  require  the  load  c^  said  person  to  be  weighed, 
and  if  found  to  exceed  the  limit  above  specified  such  person 
shall  pay  the  expense  of  weighing  and  the  amount  shall  be 
added  to  the  above  penalty. 

Defendant  was  sued  before  L.  B.  Hastings,  Esq.,  a  justice 
of  the  peace  of  the  city  of  Utica,  and  a  jury.  May  30th,  1872, 
for  a  violation  of  said  ordinance,  and  the  trial  resulted  in  a 
judgment  against  the  defendant  for  fifteen  dollars  damages 
and  eleven  dollars  and  eighty-five  cents  costs.  On  the  trial 
it  appeared  that  defendant's  team  was  found  in  front  of  'the 
Butterfield  house,  on  Genesee  street,  in  said  city  witli  a  load 
of  coal  upon  a  wagon ;  a  policeman  required  the  driv^  to 
take  his  load  to  scales  where  it  was  weighed,  during  which 
process  the  coal  was  unloaded,  and  the  coal  upon  the  wagon 
was  thus  ascertained  to  be  4,100  pounds.  That  the  tire  of 
the  wagon  was  not  four  inches  in  width  but  was  about  two 
inches,  the  usaal  width  of  the  tires  of  lumber  wagons.  It 
was  conceded  that  Genesee  street  was  a  public  street  of  said 
city  and  that  the  same  was  paved.  It  was  also  conceded  thai 
Genesee  street  had  been  a  public  highway  long  before  the 
incorporation  of  said  city. 

The  defendant  moved  for  a  nonsuit,  on  the  grounds  among 
others,  that  the  ordinance  was  void;  the  city  having  no 
authority  to  enact  it,  because  the  ordinance  imposed  more 
than  a  penalty,  viz.,  the  expenses  of  weighing  a  load,  and 
because  the  ordinance  was  in  restraint  of  trade  and  unreason- 
able. 

The  motion  was  denied  and  these  questions  come  here 
upon  appeal. 

The  second  subdivision  of  section  79  of  the  charter  of  the 
city  of  Utica  {Loajos  of  1862,  chap.  18)  empowers  the  com- 
mon council  of  said  city  "  to  clean  the  streets  and  to  pass 
ordinances  requiring  the  same  to  be  kept  clean  and  in  proper 
order,  and  free  from  encroachment,  incumbrance  or  injury^ 
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The  authority  to  pass  the  ordinance  in  question  must  be 
derived  from  this  provision  of  the  charter,  if  it  exist  at  all. 

I  think  the  ordinance  is  warranted  by  the  charter. 

The  word  imjv/ry  is  a  comprehensive  word.  It  includes 
any  wrong  or  damage  done,  any  detriment  or  diminution  of 
that  which  is  good  or  valuable,  and  it  is  this,  from  which  the 
common  council  is  empowered  to  keep  the  streets  free.  This 
does  not  mean  that  the  streets  shall  be  kept  free  from  ordinary 
use,  because  such  ordinary  use  will  in  time  wear  out  the 
pavement  and  thus  injure  the  street  in  a  certain  sense. 
Bat  it  does  enable  the  common  council  to  prevent  the  streets 
from  being  used  in  an  unusual  manner  and  in  such  a  way  as 
will  especially  injure  the  pavement  thereof.  The  common 
council  in  such  a  case  is  the  proper  judge  as  to  what  is  or  is 
not  an  injury  (Dillon  an  Mtmicypal  Corporations^  284, 
fwtd). 

The  only  restraint  upon  them  in  such  a  case  is  that  the 
ordinance  must  be  reasonable  and  not  an  unwarrantable 
restraint  of  trade.  I  cannot  say  that  the  ordinance  in  ques- 
tion is  obnoxious  to  either  objection.  Ko  amount  of  load  is 
forbidden.  It  only  prescribes  the  minimum  width  of  the 
wagon  tire  when  the  load  exceeds  a  certain  unusual  weight. 
This  is  regulating  and  not  forbidding  any  kind  of  vehicle  in 
the  streets. 

This  view  I  think  sustained  by  the  following  cases:  8 
Pick^  461 ;  6  Pick.,  190;  2  Cush.,  571. 

The  defendant  cites  the  following  cases  in  support  of  his 
positions:  5  Cow.,  462;  2  HiU,  77;  Ldlor'a  Sup.,  146;  7 
Paige,  261. 

In  the  jSrst  case  (5  Cow.,  462),  it  was  held  that  the  pro- 
vision of  a  charter  which  allowed  the  trustees  of  a  village  to 
make  by-laws  relative  to  hucksters,  and  to  pass  such  pruden- 
tial by-laws  for  the  good  government  of  the  village,  (fee,  as 
they  may  deem  necessary,  not  inconsistent  with  the  laws  of 
the  state  or  the  United  States,  did  not  authorize  them  to 
pass  a  law  that  hucksters  should  take  and  pay  for  a  license  of 
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the  trustees  under  a  penalty,  especially  when  it  does  not 
appear,  expressly,  that  prudence  required  the  by-laws.  In 
short,  it  was  held  that  the  trustees  had  no  power  to  pass  the 
by-law  under  their  charter.  In  this  case  I  hold  that  the 
charter  authorizes  the  by-law. 

In  the  case  2  HiUy  77,  it  was  held  that  the  charter  of  the 
village  authorized  the  trustees  to  cause  the  sidewalks  of  the 
streets  in  said  village  to  be  improved,  and  to  compel  the 
owner  and  occupants  to  make  such  improvements,  and,  in 
case  of  refusal,  to  do  the  work  and  charge  said  owners,,  &c., 
did  not  empower  them  to  assess  the  improvement  of  a  Btreei 
upon  the  owners,  &c.  The  case  in  Lalor^a  Sup.j  146,  holds 
that  a  provision  in  a  charter  authorizing  the  common  conndl 
to  regulate  the  vending  of  meats,  vegetables  and  fruits, 
pickled  and  other  fish,  and  to  prescribe  the  time  and  place  of 
selling  the  same,  did  not  warrant  the  passage  of  an  ordinance 
imposing  a  fine  for  the  sale  of  putrid  provisions.  The  defend- 
ant was  fined  for  selling  rotten  eggs.  7  Paige,  261,  decides 
that  an  ordinance  of  the  city  of  Hudson,  which  forWd,  under 
a  penalty,  the  erection  of  wooden  bams,  stables  or  hay-presses 
within  certain  specified  limits  in  said  city,  was  void,  not  being 
authorized  by  the  charter,  and  because  the  ordinance  did  not 
apply  to  all  the  citizens  of  Hudson  alike. 

I  do  not  see  that  any  of  these  cases  sustain  the  defendant 
on  this  appeal.  The  p^rt  of  said  ordinance  which  directs  the 
expense  of  weighing  to  be  added  to  the  penalty,  I  do  not 
think  is  authorized  by  the  charter  and  is  therefore  void. 

The  amount  is  uncertain,  and  I  do  not  think  a  penalty  can 
be  imposed  in  that  way,  even  if  at  all,  in  such  a  case. 

But  it  is  not  necessarily  connected  with  the  thing  forbid- 
den and  the  imposed  penalty.  I  hold  it  alone  void,  and  the 
rest  of  the  ordinance  good  {DiUony  3^7, page;  6  Gragy  596; 
1  Wend.y  237) ;  and  judgment  was  alone  rendered  for  the 
actual  penalty. 

Therefore,  judgment  affirmed,  with  costs. 
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N.  T.  COMMON  PLEAS. 

Thb  Tboplb  ex  rel.  Jambs  Ryan  agt.  Andbew  H.  Gbbbn, 

Comptroller,  &c. 

It  is  an  old  and  well  settled  principle  that  no  person  can  hold  incompati- 
ble offices. 

Offices  are  said  to  be  incompatible  and  Inconsistent  so  as  to  be  executed 
by  the  same  person :  1st  When,  from  the  multiplicity  of  busbiess  in 
them,  they  cannot  be  executed  with  care  and  ability ;  or,  2d.  When,  their 

•  being  subordinate  and  interfering  with  each  other,  it  induces  a  presump- 
tion that  they  cannot  be  executed  with  impartiality  and  honesty. 

It  has  been  invariably  held  that  the  incumbent  of  two  offices  which  bore 
no  relation  subordinating  one  to  the  other  were  not  incompatible. 

The  rdalor^  by  accepting  ihe  office  of  member  qf  aernntHy^  did  not  thereby 
vacate  his  office  of  deputy  derk  of  the  epeekU  eeeeiane;  the  two  offices 
were  not  incompatible. 

A  mandamus  to  compel  the  comptroller  to  pay  the  relator's  salary  during 
the  months  he  acted  as  member  of  assembly,  ordered. 

Special  Term,  October,  1873. 

The  relator  was  appointed,  on  May  1, 1870,  deputy  clerk 
of  the  court  of  special  sessions  of  the  peace  for  the  city  and 
county  of  New  York,  pursuant  to  the  act,  chapter  383,  laws 
of  1870,  and  reappointed  as  such  deputy  clerk  under  the  pro- 
visions of  the  act,  chapter  373,  laws  of  1872.  While  such 
deputy  clerk  he  was,  in  November,  1872,  elected  a  member 
of  assembly  for  the  year  1873,  and  accepted  such  oflBce,  and 
served  as  a  member  of  the  legislature  of  the  state  during  the 
months  of  February,  March,  April  and  May,  1873.  The 
comptroller  of  the  city  and  county  of  New  York  refused  to 
pay  him  salary  as  deputy  clerk  /of  the  special  sessions  during 
said  months,  on  the  ground  that  he  vacated  the  office  of 
deputy  clerk  by  accepting  that  of  member  of  assembly. 
Vol.  XLVI  22 
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BlOHABD  O'GORMAN  Oud  WiLLlAM.  F.   MoNaMABA, /(^ 

the  rddtor. 
£.  Delafield  Smith,  corporation  cotmsdy  for  the  comp- 
T  troUer. 

J.  F.  Daly,  J. — ^No  provifiion  is  found  In  the  constitation 
or  in  the  statute  law  of  this  state  to  that  effect ;  but  it  is 
claimed  that,  at  common  law,  the  two  offices  are  incom^ti- 
ble,  and  the  acceptance  of  the  last  vacated  the  first.  The 
principle  is  an  old  and  well  settled  on&  that  no  person  can 
hold  incompatible  offices.  According  to  an  early  author- 
ity incompatibility  as  to  office  is  divided  into  two  classes. 
^^  Offices  are  said  to  be  incompatible  and  inconsistent  so  as  to 
be  executed  by  the  same  person,  first,  when,  from  the  mul- 
tiplicity of  business  in  them,  they  cannot  be  executed  with 
care  and  ability ;  or,  second,  when,  their  being  subordinate 
and  interfering  with  each  other,  it  induces  a  presumption 
that  they  cannot  be  executed  with  impartiality  and  honesty'^ 
{^In8t,jl00fBac.Abr.;tit.  Office^  K).  Among  the  multitude 
of  cases  reported  containing  adjudications  as  to  what  consti- 
tutes incompatibility  in  offices,  illustrations  are  found  of  the 
latter  class,  and  none  whatever  in  the  former.  Indeed,  where 
the  question  arose  concerning  the  incumbent  of  two  offices 
which  bore  no  relation  subordinating  one  to  the  other,  it  has 
been  invariably  held  that  they  were  not  incompatible.  The 
cases  of  adjudged  incompatibility  may  be  briefly  stated. 

In  Bex  agt.  Pateman  (2  Term  B.y  777)  the  defendant  held 
the  offices  of  alderman  and  town  derk.  These  were  held  to 
be  incompatible,  because  the  clerk  was  a  ministerial  officer  in 
the  court  held  by  the  aldermen,  and  because  the  accounts  of 
the  clerk  were  audited  by  the  aldermen. 

In  Verrier  agt.  The  Mayor  of  Sandwich  (1  Sid.^  305,  2 
Kd).y  92)  the  defendant  was  mayor  and  town  clerk,  and  the 
offices  were  declared  incompatible,  because  the  former  was  a 
judicial  and  the  latter  a  ministerial  office  in  the  same  court. 
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The  derk  might  be  fined  by  the  court  of  record  held  by  the 
mayor. 

In  4  Inst.y  310,  the  cases  are  cited  of  a  forester  by  patent 
for  life  who  was  made  a  justice  in  Eyre  for  the  same  forest, 
and  of  a  warden  of  the  forest  made  justice  in  Eyre  of  the 
same  forest.  These  were  adjudged  incompatible,  because  it 
was  the  duty  of  the  justice  to  judge  the  acts  of  the  forester 
and  the  warden ;  and,  therefore,  both  offices  should  not  be 
held  by  the  same  person. 

In  Dyer^s  Case  {Dyety  158,  6)  a  justice  of  the  common 
pleas  was  made  justice  of  the  king's  bench,  and  these  offices 
were  said  to  be  incompatible,  because  the  duty  of  the  latter 
court  was  to  correct  the  errors  of  the  former. 

In  the  case  of  BlisseU  {note  to  Bex  agt.  Godvnriy  1  Doug. 
B.,  397),  where  one  attempted  to  hold  the  offices  of  alderman 
and  of  chamberlain,  in  the  same  municipal  corporation,  it 
was  held  that  the  offices  were  incompatible  because  the  alder- 
men were  to  audit  the  chamberlain's  accounts ;  and,  in  hold- 
ing both,  the  defendant  would  have  to  supervise  his  own  acts. 
The  case  of  Millwood  agt.  Thatcher  (2  Term  B.y  82)  illus- 
trates the  same  principle,  although  it  is  not,  strictly  speaking, 
an  authority  on  the  point,  because  the  discussion  of  the 
question  of  incompatibility  was  not  necessary  to  the  deter- 
mination of  the  case,  and  was  so  stated  by  all  the  judges — ^by 
AsHUBST,  J.,  particularly,  on  whose  dictum  much  stress  is 
laid  in  opposing  the  claim  of  the  relator  in  this  court. 
Thatcher  was  one  of  twelve  jurats  or  aldermen  of  the  borough 
of  Hastings ;  any  two  of  the  jurats,  with  the  mayor,  might 
hold  the  court  of  record  for  the  borough.  Thatcher  was 
elected  town  derk,  and  assumed  to  hold  both  offices,  although 
the  town  clerk  was  clerk  of  the  court  holden  by  the  jurats, 
and  he  was  thus  a  judicial  and  ministerial  officer  in  the  same 
court.  He  urged  that,  as  there  were  twelve  jurats  and  any 
two  might  hold  the  court,  he  would  possibly  never  be  called 
on  to  sit.  AsHTTBST,  J.,  said  that  it  was  not  necessary  to 
decide  the  question  of  incompatibility;  but,  if  it  were,  he 
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fihould  Bay  that  the  offices  were  incompatible  because  there 
might  be  cases  where  it  would  be  absolutely  necessary  for 
him  to  act  as  jurat,  as  in  case  of  the  sickness  of  all  the  others ; 
and  if  there  were  one  possible  case  in  which  he  might  be 
called  upon  to  act,  that  was  an  answer  to  the  argument. 
BuTLEB,  J. :  That  as  the  charter  of  the  borough  provided  for 
a  mayor,  twenty-four  jurats  and  a  town  clerk,  the  corpora- 
tion could  not  reduce  the  number  by  consolidating  two  of  the 
offices.  Gboss,  J.,  put  his  decision  in  favor  of  the  defendant 
because  the  action  was  brought  to  test  the  right  to  the  last 
office  accepted ;  that  of  town  clerk.  Judgment  in  the  case 
was  unanimously  given  for  the  defendant  Thatcher,  the  court 
saying  that  if  the  offices  were  compatible  he  was  rightfully  in 
the  second  office ;  and  if  they  were  incompatible  he  was  also 
rightfially  in  the  second  office  because  the  acceptance  of  the 
last  office  vacated  the  first  held.  This  case,  in  fact,  stands 
as  authority  on  the  last  point  alone,  for  it  definitely  settled 
which  office  was  vacated  if  a  person  accepted  two  incompati- 
ble ones.  The  principle  was  first  adopted  in  Hex  agt.  Trda/w- 
ney  (3  Burr^  1615)  that,  whether  the  last  office  were  superior 
or  inferior  to  the  first,  the  first  was  the  one  vacated.  And 
this  is  the  rule  to  this  day  in  England  and  America.  This 
much  attention  has  been  given  to  the  case  of  Mikoard  agt. 
Thatcher  because  the  dictum  of  Ashubst,  J.,  above  quoted — 
to  the  effect  that  if  an  occasion  might  ever  arise  where  an 
incumbent  of  two  offices  was  called  on  to  perform  the  duties 
of  both  at  the  same  time,  the  offices  were  incompatible — is,  as 
a  general  proposition,  likely  to  mislead.  In  the  first  place  it 
was  not  an  enunciation  of  any  principle  involved  in  the 
decision  of  the  case ;  and  in  the  next  place  the  incompati- 
bility of  the  offices  held  by  Thatcher  arose  solely  from  their 
relation  to  each  other  in  the  same  court ;  one  being  subor- 
dinate and  ministerial,  and  the  other  judicial.  And  this  view 
of  that  case  is  expressed  in  a  later  English  case  (1830,  Rex 
agt.  JoneSy  1  Bam.  <&  Ald^  677),  LrrxLEDALE,  J.,  speak- 
ing of  it  and  two  others  cited  above,  saying:  "  Verrier  agt. 
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Mayor  of  Sandwich^  MUward  agt.  Thatcher ^  and  Hex  agt. 
Patemcm  are  clearly  distinguishable  from  the  present  case. 
The  offices  of  mayor,  of  jurat  and  of  alderman,  in  those  cases, 
were  judicial,  and,  therefore,  incompatible  with  that  of  town 
clerk ;  and  in  the  latter  case  the  town  clerk's  accounts  were 
audited  by  the  aldermen." 

In  Hex  agt  Patterson  (4  B.  dk  Aid.,,  15),  where  the  defend- 
ant, being  an  alderman  and  justice  of  the  peace,  was  appointed 
county  treasurer,  it  was  intimated  by  the  court  (1832)  that 
the  offices  were  incompatible,  because  the  treasurer  was  a 
ministerial  officer  under  the  justices,  and  had  to  deliver  in 
his  accounts  to  them. 

In  Rex  agt.  Tizzard  (9  B.  dk  C,  421)  the  defendant  was 
derk  of  the  borough  of  Weymouth,  and  also  alderman.  The 
offices  were  held  to  be  incompatible,  because,  says  lord  Ten- 
TEBDEN,  the  clerk  was  removable  by  the  aldermen  for  neg- 
lect of  duty,  and  he  would  have  a  vote  on  his  own .  removal, 
thus  filling  the  incompatible  offices  of  master  and  servant ; 
and  80,  because  he  would,  as  alderman,  have  a  vote  on  his 
own  salary  as  clerk.  Batley,  J.,  said  he  thought  two  offices 
were  incompatible  where  the  holder  cannot  in  every  instance 
discharge  the  duties  of  each ;  and  in  the  two  questions  of  a 
motion  and  salary  the  town  clerk  is  not  competent  to  dis- 
charge the  duty  of  an  alderman. 

The  illustration  here  given  by  Batley,  J.,  shows  that  his 
remark  does  not  apply  to  the  physical  ability  of  the  incum- 
bent to  discharge  the  duties  of  each  office  in  every  instance, 
but  to  the  impropriety  and  impolicy  of  permitting  him  to  do 
so.  Even  if  a  wider  application  be  given  to  it,  it  would  not, 
as  other  cases  in  England  and  America  show,  apply  to  cases 
where  the  incumbent  of  two  offices  has  a  deputy  or  assistant 
to  perform  the  duties  of  one  while  he  is  personally  employed 
in  the  other.  It  will  be  perceived  that  in  all  the  cases 
reviewed  the  offices  declared  incompatible  are  such  as  bear  a 
special  relation  to  each  other;  one  being  subordinate  to  and 
interfering  with  the  other  so  as,  in  the  language  of  Ooke,  to 
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induce  the  presumption  that  they  cannot  be  executed  with 
impartiality  and  honesty.  And  there  are  no  cases  of  adjudged 
iracompatibility  involving  any  other  principle. 

The  books,  on  the  other  hand,  contain  many  cases  where 
two  or  more  offices  held  by  the  same  person  are  declared  not 
to  be  incompatible,  but  rightfully  enjoyed. 

In  Hex  agt.  Trelavmey  (3  Burr^  1615)  the  defendant  held 
the  offices  of  steward  and  capital  burgess  of  the  same  corpo- 
ration, and  the  court  refused  to  oust  him  because  tlie  offices 
by  custom  had  been  held  together  for  a  hundred  years  back. 
This  authority  for  one  incumbent  holding  two  offices,  arising 
from  custom  or  usage,  is  discussed  and  recognized  in  cases 
referred  to  below. 

In  Rex  agt.  Jones  (1  B.  dk  Ald.j  677)  the  defendant  was 
chosen  town  clerk  of  the  borough  of  Carmarthen,  and  after- 
wards elected  councilman,  and  held  both  offices.  It  was  the 
duty  of  the  town  clerk  to  attend  the  meetings  of  the  common 
council  and  record  their  proceedings,  and  also  act  as  protho- 
notary  of  the  court  of  record  of  the  borough. 

The  defendant  acted  as  councilman,  voting,  &c.,  and  imme- 
diately afterwards  acted  as  town  clerk,  recording  the  pro- 
ceedings. Lord  Tentbbdek  said  that  the  offices  were  not 
incompatible ;  but  if  the  person  filling  the  offices  were  in 
relation  of  master  and  servant  they  would  be.  Liitlbdale, 
J.,  concurred,  because  the  common  council  had  no  power  to 
regulate  the  fees  of  the  clerk.  Taunton,  J.,  said  that  no 
particular  rule  could  be  laid  down ;  but  every  case  of  incom- 
patibility must  depend  upon  its  own  particular  circumstances. 
The  judges  in  this  case  distinguished  it  from  those  of  Bex 
agt.  Pateman,  Verrier  agt.  Mayor  of  Sa/ndwichy  and  Mil- 
wa/rd  agt.  Thatcher  {supra)y  because,  in  those  cases,  the 
defendants  assumed  to  hold  offices,  the  duties  of  which  were 
respectively  judicial  and  ministerial,  and  therefore  incom- 
patible. 

In  the  United  States  the  common  law  doctrine  of  incom- 
patibilitv  of  offices  has  been  ftdly  recognized ;  but  the  cases 
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Tinder  it  show  that  the  mere  fact  of  one  incumbent  holding 
two  oflSces  does  not  vacate  the  first  unless  there  is  incompati- 
bility arising  from  the  nature  of  the  offices  and  their  relation 
to  each  other,  or  from  the  necessity  of  the  incumbent  per- 
forming the  duties  of  both  offices  at  all  times  in  person  and 
not  by  deputy. 

In  the  State  of  Missouri  agt.  Moore  (48  Mo.^  242)  the 
relator  was  county  clerk,  and  afterwards  elected  derk  of  the 
circuit  court.  It  was  held  that  the  offices  were  not  incom- 
patible, although  the  duties  would  have  to  be  performed  at 
the  same  time  in  different  places,  because  they  might  be  per- 
formed by  deputy.  If  the  duties  were  necessarily  personal 
the  offices  would  be  incompatible ;  and,  finally,  that  as  the 
offices  had  been  held  by  one  person  from  the  earliest  history 
of  the  state,  and  the  legislature,  while  declaring  other  offices 
incompatible,  were  silent  as  to  this,  such  tacit  approval  of 
the  practice  must  have  great  weight.  The  case  of  the  State 
of  Missouri  ex  rd.  Owens  agt.  Dra/per  was  cited ;  but  in  that 
case  the  incompatibility  was  adjudged  under  special  pro- 
visions of  the  state  constitution  and  the  laws  of  Missouri. 

In  Bryan  agt.  CatteU  (15  lowa^  550)  the  plaintiff  was  dis- 
trict attorney  of  the  county,  and  accepted  a  commission  as 
captain  in  the  volunteer  service  of  the  United  States,  and 
absented  himself  on  active  duty  from  his  office.  It  was  held 
by  the  court  that  the  office  of  district  attorney  was  not 
vacated  by  accepting  the  other ;  and  that  incompatibility  of 
ofi&ce  exists  where  the  nature  and  duties  of  the  two  offices  are 
such  as  to  render  it  improper,  from  considerations  of  public 
policy,  for  an  incumbent  to  retain  both.  •  It  does  not  necessa- 
rily arise  where  the  incumbent  places  himself,  for  the  time 
being,  in  a  position  where  it  is  impossible  to  discharge  the 
duties  of  both  offices. 

The  brief  review  here  given  will  show  the  tendency  of  the 
eases  on  the  question  of  incompatibility.  Lord  Mansfield 
said,  in  Rex  agt.  Oayer  (1  Bv/rr^  245),  "  tiiat  the  general 
questions  concerning  the  incompatibility  of  offices  are  a  large 
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field  indeed ;"  and  it  seems  difficult  to  judge  every  case  by 
an  inflexible  rule,  or  to  do  more  than  follow  the  suggestion 
of  Taunton,  J.,  in  Rex  agt.  Jones  {siipra)^  and  judge  every 
case  by  its  own  particular  circumstances.  The  office  of  deputy 
clerk  of  the  court  of  special  sessions  is  not,  as  its  name  might 
indicate,  a  subordinate  office,  whose  powers  and  duties  are 
those  delegated  by  the  clerk  of  that  court.  The  name  is  a 
mere  distinguishing  appellation  of  an  office  equal  in  its  func- 
tions in  all  respects  to  that  of  clerk  of  the  court  of  special 
sessions.  The  two  officers  are  appointed  by  the  same  author- 
ity for  the  same  term,  take  separate  oaths  of  office,  and  file 
separate  official  bonds.  They  are  wholly  independent  of  each 
other  as  to  duties ;  all  those  performed  by  the  deputy  derk 
are  such  as  are  to  be  performed  by  the  clerk,  although  there 
are  special  duties  to  be  performed  by  the  clerk  alone. 

If  the  two  officers  be  present  at  the  same  time  there  are 
duties  but  for  one,  and,  in  the  absence  of  the  deputy  clerk, 
the  derk  may  perform  all  the  duties  {Laws  of  1858,  chap. 
282).  The  absence  of  the  deputy  derk,  therefore,  does  not 
impede  the  performance  of  the  duties  of  that  office  by  the 
clerk. 

Kor  is  it  because  the  relator  is  called  ^'deputy  clerk"  that 
duties  cannot  be  performed  by  an  assistant.  His  powers  are 
not  delegated  from  the  derk,  but  are  derived  directly  from 
the  statute ;  and  whatever  power  the  clerk  might  delegate 
the  deputy  might  equally. 

If  the  derk  accepted  the  office  of  member  of  assembly,  and 
oould  answer  objections  thereto  that  all  the  duties  of  derk 
were  performed  by  the  deputy  derk,  or  such  as  acted  for 
him,  and  no  inconvenience  had  ensued  or  could  ensue,  the 
deputy  clerk  may  well  urge  that  in  his  absence  all  the  duties 
of  their  common  office  were  performed  by  the  clerk;  and  it 
is  not  necessary  that  he  should  at  all  times  be  present  in 
person,  there  being  a  common  duty  for  him  and  the  derk 
that  can  be  performed  but  by  one  at  a  time. 

The  office  of  deputy  clerk  is  held  for  a  term  of  six  years ; 
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that  of  member  of  assembly  for  one  year,  with  a  term  of  ser- 
vice not  contemplated  to  extend  beyond  a  hundred  days 
{Gan^itiUion  1846,  article  3,  §  6),  and  seldom  extending 
longer  than  five  months,  making,  in  the  case  of  the  relator, 
bat  a  temporary  absence  for  a  short  period  compared  to  his 
term  of  office  -as  deputy  derk.  That  the  duties  of  member 
of  assembly  have  to  be  performed  at  Albany  does  not  affect 
the  question  in  this  case,  since  there  is  an  officer  in  New 
York  to  perform  the  duties  imposed  on  the  deputy  clerk  of 
the  court  of  special  sessions ;  and  no  more  hazard  to  public 
interests  is  occasioned  than  in  the  very  frequent  cases  where 
an  assistant  or  deputy  is  left  to  exercise  the  powers  of  the 
principal  officer  in  his  absence. 

N^lect  of  duty  by  an  officer,  absence  from  the  place  where 
the  duties  of  his  office  are  to  be  performed,  non-user  of  pow- 
ers or  abandonment  are  not  modes  of  vacating  an  office  in 
this  state ;  but,  if  unjustifiable,  are  grounds  for  removing  him 
from  office  by  the  proper  authority.  The  rule  in  other  states 
appears  to  be  the  same.  In  the  case  of  Page  agt.  Hardin 
(8  B.  Mon/roe^  648,  666,  Kerki/acky\  where  the  secretary  of 
state,  in  violation  of  an  express  statute,  persistently  absented 
himself  from  the  seat  of  government  and  left  the  performance 
of  his  duties  to  an  assistant,  it  was  held  that  he  had  not 
vacated  his  office.  In  the  case  of  Bema/rd  agt.  City  of 
Hdboken  (3  Dutoher,  412)  the  &ct  that  a  local  officer  of  that 
city  left  the  state  of  New  Jersey,  went  west,  remained  away 
for  a  considerable  time,  with  some  evidence  of  intention  to 
stay  away  permanently,  was  held  not  to  be,  at  law,  a  vaca- 
tion of  his  office ;  but  it  was  left  to  the  jury  to  say  if  there 
was  an  intention  on  his  part  to  relinquish  or  abandon  it. 

In  this  state  the  vagueness  of  the  common  law  rule  has 
been  in  a  measure  limited  by  statute.  A  1(^1  office  becomes 
vacant  if  the  incumbent  ceases  to  be  an  inhabitant  of  the 
district,  county,  town  or  city  for  which  he  shall  have  been 
chosen  or  appointed,  or  within  which  the  duties  of  his  office 
are  required  to  be  discharged  (1  R.  S.y  122,  34,  §  4) ;  and  no 
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other  abandonment  or  relinquishment  is  provided  for  by  law. 
There  ^,  of  coursej  no  question  of  the  authority  of  the  proper 
tribunal  to  remove  a  local  officer  from  office  for  non-perform- 
ance or  neglect  of  duty,  even  if  such  neglect  arise  from  his 
acceptance  of  another  office  compatible  with  the  first,  such 
authority  being  always  reserved  for  th^  public  good. , 

But  the  sole  question  before  me  now  is  whether  the  relator, 
by  accepting  the  office  of  member  of  assembly,  thereupon 
absolutely  vacated  his  office  of  deputy  clerk  of  the  special  ses- 
sions, upon  the  ground  that  the  two  offices  were  incompati- 
ble.    My  conclusion  is  to  the  contrary. 

1st.  Because  there  necessarily  need  be  no  neglect  of  duties 
of  the  office  of  deputy  clerk  for  the  short  period  that  the 
relator  might  be  required  to  be  absent  attending  the  sessions 
of  the  legislature;  there  being  another  officer  present  to 
perform  all  those  duties. 

2d.  The  appointment  by  law  of  a  clerk  and  deputy  clerk, 
two  officers  of  equal  authority,  to  perform  the  same  duties, 
one  only  being  needed  to  perform  them  at  one  time,  having 
in  contemplation  the  absence  at  times  of  one  of  such  officers, 
and  evidencing  an  intent  that  the  personal  presence  of  both 
is  not  at  all  times  necessary. 

3d.  And  for  the  further  reason  that  the  custom  or  usage  in 
this  state  has  been  for  local  officers  to  hold  as  well  legislative 
or  qudsi  legislative  offices,  the  duties  of  which  are  to  be  per- 
formed at  the  capital  of  the  state.  That  such  custom  or 
usage  is  to  be  considered  as  authority  for  the  practice  has 
been  shown  above  {Rex  agt.  Trelawney^  1  Bwrr^  1615; 
State  of  Missouri  agt.  Moore^  48  Mo.j  242).  Such  custom 
in  this  state  has  been  attended  by  a  silence  on  the  subject  in 
the  statutes,  which,  according  to  the  last  case  cited,  evidences 
the  approval  of  the  legislature,  and  must  be  considered  in 
determining  the  question.  Such  usage  follows  that  which 
has  also  prevailed  in  England;  local  officers  there  being 
elected  to  parliament,  and  special  statutes  having  been  enacted 
to  provide  which  local  officers  shall  not  be  eligible  to  serve 
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in  parliament,  all  other  persons  being  eligible  {Jacdb^a  Lcm 
Dict.y  tit.  Pa/rliamenty  6  B), 

In  this  state  not  only  have  local  officers  been  elected  to 
both  houses  of  the  legislature,  but  there  is  even  higher 
anthority  in  the  cases  of  certain  local  officers  accepting  offices 
of  a  legislative  character,  the  duties  of  which  interfered  with 
the  performance  of  their  local  duties.  I  allude  to  the  dele- 
gates to  the  several  constitutional  conventions  of  this  state. 
In  the  convention  of  1866-7  nearly  one-fourth  of  all  the  dele- 
gates held  local  city,  county  or  town  offices,  of  a  judicial, 
legislative  or  executive  character.  The  chief  justices  of  the 
three  superior  courts  in  different  counties  of  the  state,  other 
judges  of  the  same  courts  (in  one  instance  the  whole  bench), 
surrogates,  justices  of  inferior  courts,  members  of  the  boards 
of  education,  officers  of  city  and  county  departments  of  differ- 
ent Jocalities,  were  all  members  of  that  convention. 

In  the  convention  of  1846  many  delegates  were  local  offi- 
cers ;  and  in  the  convention  of  1821,  the  chancellor  was  a 
delegate.  In  every  case  there  was,  necessarily,  a  suspension 
of  other  official  duties  during  the  very  long  sessions  of  the 
conventions,  which  extended  over  a  longer  period  than  a  ses- 
sion of  the  legislature.  The  duties  of  delegate  were  as  mul- 
tifarious and  engrossing  as  those  of  member  of  assembly,  and 
had  to  be  performed  at  Albany.  There  was,  necessarily,  loss 
of  service  to  the  public  in  the  non-performance,  by  such  dele- 
gates, of  their  local  duties,  especially  in  the  case  of  judicial 
and  other  officers  whose  powers  could  not  be  delegated.  If 
the  argument  of  the  respondent  is  correct,  it  follows  that  all 
these  officers  vacated  their  offices  when  elected  to  the  consti- 
tutional conventions,  since  such  offices  were  far  more  obnox- 
ious to  the  charge  of  incompatibility  than  those  held  by  the 
relator,  Eyan. 

4th.  The  offices  of  the  relator  are  not  incompatible,  as 
having  any  such  relation  to  each  other  as  suggests  that  they 
could  not  be  performed  by  the  same  person  with  honesty  and 
impartiality.    This  was  expressly  conceded  on  the  argument. 
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It  was  also  conceded  that  no  inquiry  was  to  be  made  into  the 
performance  by  the  relator  of  his  local  duties  while  acting  as 
member  of  assembly  {Cha/rter^  Law$  of  1873,  chap.  336,  § 
29).  But  the  sole  objection  to  the  relator's  claim  is  based  on 
what  the  counsel  for  respondent  termed  the  "  physical  incom- 
patibility "  of  the  relator's  offices,  arising  from  the  assumed 
fact  that  the  duties  of  each  required  his  presence  in  different 
places  at  the  same  time. 

This  question  was  considered  by  the  supreme  court  at  spe- 
cial term  at  the  application  of  the  same  relator  for  the  same 
6alary,  and  the  learned  justice  who  presided  was  of  opinion 
that  the  offices  were  incompatible ;  but  as  that  point  had 
not  been  suggested  nor  argued  by  counsel  before  him,  he 
ga^e  leave  for  an  alternative  mandamus  in  order  that  the 
relator's  counsel  might  be  heard  upon  it. 

The  alternative  mandamus  has  been  applied  for  and  issued 
from  this  court  without  oly'ection,  and  the  return  made  by 
the  comptroller  to  the  writ  raises  the  question  here  discussed, 
counsel  having  been  fully  heard  upon  objection  to  the  suffi- 
ciency of  the  return.  The  opinion  delivered  by  the  learned 
justice  of  the  supreme  court  appears  to  hold  that  the  rela- 
tor's offices  were  incompatible  upon  the  dictum  of  Ashubst, 
J.,  in  MUAJDwrd  agt.  ThatoJier  (supra),  and  upon  the  assumed 
facts  that  if  the  clerk  fell  sick  the  presence  of  the  deputy 
would  be  indispensably  necessary  to  perform  their  duties  in 
the  court ;  that  the  statutes  contemplated  the  existence  of 
duties  requiring  the  presence  of  both  clerk  and  deputy  for 
their  effectual  performance;  that  the  duties  of  one  office 
required  the  relator's  presence  in  Albany,  and  of  the  other  in 
New  York,  while  both  were  to  be  discharged  in  person. 

As  to  the  case  of  Mihoard  agt.  Thatohery  the  construction 
placed  upon  it  by  the  English  courts,  and  the  weight  it  is 
entitled  to,  are  discussed  above.  As  to  the  contingency  of 
the  clerk  falling  sick,  leaving  no  one  to  perform  the  duties 
of  deputy  clerk,  it  might  arise  in  every  case  where  duties  are 
either  personal  or  delegated ;  bnt  can  hardly,  in  the  latter 
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case,  be  urged  as  a  reason  why  the  officer  and  the  deputy 
mnst  always  be  present  to  anticipate  each  other's  illness  or 
incapacity  to  act  personally  in  performance  of  the  daties  of 
the  office.  No  officer  could  in  that  case  ever  absent  himself 
or  hold  another  office,  even  while  he  had  a  deputy.  Nothing 
in  the  language  of  the  statute  seems  to  me  to  intend  that 
there  are  any  duties  for  derk  and  deputy  to  perform  jointly, 
or  requiring  the  presence  of  both.  It  would  rather  seem  that 
the  creation  of  the  two  offices,  to  perform  duties  which  the 
incumbent  of  either  can  fulfill,  contemplates  the  contingency 
of  the  occasional  absence  of  one  of  them. 

Finally,  no  duties  can  require  personal  performance  in 
every  instance  by  any  officer  when  another  person  is  clothed 
bj  law  with  full  authority  to  perform  them. 

It  is  with  diffidence  and  reluctance  a  conclusion  is  here 
reached  differing  from  the  views  of  the  learned  justice  of  the 
flupreme  court ;  but  it  has  been  my  advantage  to  hear  counsel 
discnsB  with  care  and  elaboration  the  particular  point  in  con- 
troversy. So  far  as  the  propriety  of  any  two  offices,  compati- 
ble or  incompatible,  being  ever  held  by  one  person  at  the  * 
same  time  is  concerned  (save  in  possible  exceptional  cases  of 
extreme  importance,  where  the  interests  of  the  state  tempo- 
rarily demand  special  experience  and  ability),  it  is  impossible 
not  to  see  the  force  of  Coke's  opinion,  that  it  were  better 
they  should  not  be,  as  tending  to  the  greater  honor  and  dig- 
nity of  office  and  greater  benefit  to  the  public.  But  my  views 
as  to  the  propriety  cannot  affect  the  law  as  I  find  it ;  and  I 
most  conclude  that  the  relator  did  not  vacate  his  local  office 
by  accepting  that  of  member  of  the  legislature. 

The  return  is  inefficient,  and  mandamus  must  issue. 
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SUPKEME  COURT. 
Elizabeth  Pattersoi^  agt.  Jane  W.  MoCunn  and  others. 

In  actions  for  the  pa/rtiUan  of  real  estate  the  right  of  the  plaintiff  to  be  an 
ovmer  should  be  clear  to  warrant  the  court  to  take  the  custody  of  the 
property  out  of  the  possession  of  those  having  an  apparently  valid  title. 
.  Where  the  executors  and  trustees  are  vested  with  that  right  under  a  will, 
whUe  the  claim  of  the  plaintiff,  as  an  heir-at-l^w,  is  doubtful  and  uncer- 
tain, her  motion  for  an  if^neiion  and  reemer  pending  her  action  for 
partition  will  be  denied. 

Where  application  is  made  in  such  action  to  remove  the  trustees  on  the 
ground  of  incompetence  or  improvidence,  upon  affidavits  founded  m  a 
great  part  on  information  and  belief,  which  are  unequivocally  denied  on 
behalf  of  the  trustees,  there  is  no  propriety  in  granting  the  motion  on 
such  a  state  of  the  testimony,  nor  in  trying  such  a  question  in  the  action 
on  conflicting  affidavits. 

JVew  York  Special  Term,  Atcgtcst,  1873. 

This  action  is  brought  to  obtain  partition  of  certain  real 
estate  of  the  late  John  H.  McOunn,  deceased,  upon  the  ground 
that  certain  provisions  of  his  will  are  inoperative  and  void. 
The  prayer  of  the  complaint  is  for  an  injunction  and  receiver 
and  other  relief.  The  injunction  was  granted,  attetided  by 
the  usual  order  to  show  cause. 

Christopher  Fine,  counsel  for  plxmdiff,  stated  as  facts 
that  John  H.  McCunn  died  on  the  6th  of  July,  1872,  leaving 
a  will,' in  which  he,  f/rBt;  directs  payment  of  his  debts; 
second,  directs  the  erection,  of  a  tomb  in  Ireland ;  thiri, 
bequeaths  the  house  in  which  he  lived  at  the  time  of  his  death, 
together  with  the  furniture,  plate,  &c.,  to  his  wife ;  fcmrihy 
gives  his  property  in  Ireland  to  his  two  brothers,  James  and 
Thomas ;  fifthy  "  gives,  devises  and  bequeaths  to  his  executor 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.  188 

«  Patterson  agt.  McCudd. 

and  executrix,  and  the  survivor  of  them,  all  the  rest,  residue 
and  remainder  of  his  estate,  both  real  and  personal,  in  America, 
in  trust,"  and  directs  that  ^'  they  shall  take  possession  of  the 
same,  and  collect  the  rents,  issues  and  profits  thereof;  and  out. 
of  the  proceeds  of  the  same,  for  ^ix  years  after  my  death," 
shall  pay  certain  bequests  therein  named;  and  further 
directs  that  such  bequests  '^  shall  continue  for  the  said  term 
of  six  years  after  my  death ; "  and  further  directs  that  "  at 
the  end  of  six  years,  as  aforesaid,  or  within  a  reasonable  time 
thereafter,  the  said  executors  shall  sell  and  dispose  of  all  my 
estate,  both  real  and  personal,"  and  after  the  "  sale  "  that  they 
shall  divide  the  "proceeds  of  the  same"  amongst  his  "heirs 
or  next  of  kin,  or  to  those  whom  he  may  direct" 

Then  follows  his  direction  how  the  "  proceeds  "  of  the  sale 
of  his  said  property  may  be  divided  after  the  said  six  years. 
SixtL  He  nominates  as  his  executor  and  executrix  Thomas 
and  Jane  W.  McCunn. 

To  the  body  of  the  will  the  testator  adds  two  codicils,  in 
the  first  of  which  he,  1st,  increases  certain  annuities  men- 
tioned in  the  fifth  clause,  and  makes  them  payable  during  the 
lives  of  three  persons,  namely :  Mrs.  Long,  Mrs.  Barnet  and 
Mrs.  Lecky ;  2d,  devises  a  small  farm  in  New  Jersey  to  his 
sister  Jane ;  3d,  again  increases  bequests  to  Mrs.  Long  and 
Mrs.  Barnet,  mentioned  in  the  fifth  clause  of  the  will,  from 
$3,000  to  $5,000,  and  adds  that,  "  if  my  aunt,  Eliza  Lecky, 
is  alive  at  the  distribution  of  my  estate,  or  when  her  annuity 
ceases,  I  then  give  her  a  legacy  of  $1,000,  in  addition  to  the 
annuities  she  may  have  had." 

In  the  second  codicil  he  bequeaths  to  John  McC.  Gano  and 
Jane  W.  Gano  "  $500  per  year  until  the  final  distribution  of 
my  estate ; "  and  at  such  final  distribution  he  gives  to  each  of 
the  said  last  named  parties,  in  lieu  of  the  $500,  $5,000  abso- 
hitely.  He  then  nominates  James  M.  Gano  as  one  of  the 
executors. 

The  |flaintiff  is  one  of  the  daughters  of  Mark  McCunn,  a 
half-brother  of  the  deceased,  on  the  paternal  side,  and  claims 
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as  an  heir-at-law.  The  plaintiff  claims  that  the  fifth  clause 
of  the  will  and  all  legacies  and  bequests  to  be  paid  therefrom 
are  void,  because,  among  other  reasons,  the  absolute  power 
of  alienation  of  the  real  estate  and  its  proceeds  and  the  own^- 
ship  of  the  personal  property  is  illegally  suspended,  being 
suspended  ibr  at  least  the  absolute  and  fixefl  period  of  nx 
years  and  even  longer,  in  the  discretion  of  the  trustees,  and 
may  be  for  a  longer  period  than  two  lives  in  being  at  the 
creation  of  the  estate,  and  that  thus  the  power  of  alienation 
is  suspended,  not  upon  lives j  but  upon  9k  fixed  period  ofi/me^ 
and  that  the  first  codicil  adds  a  ftirther  suspension  of  three 
lives  in  being,  <fec. 

The  plaintiff  brings  this  action,  under  the  statute  of  1853, 
authorizing  an  heir  out  of  possession  to  prosecute  for  parti- 
tion, &c.,  and  also  in  contemplation  of  the  general  equity 
powers  of  the  supreme  court 

On  the  first  point,  in  relation  to  the  power  to  construe  a 
will,  and  in  connection  therewith  to  appoint  a  receiver  and 
order  an  accounting  and  direct  a  partition,  and,  if  necessary, 
a  sale,  is  inherent  in  a  court  of  equity,  cited  Scott  agt  Gutti- 
8ey  (60  Ba/rh.,  163,  165, 167,  173,  178 ;  affirmed  in  48  N. 
T..y  106  [A.D.  1871]);  Story'a  E^.  Jut.  (§§  646  to  648). 
And  in  relation  to  the  provisions  of  the  laws  of  1853,  died 
that  Btame,  §§1,2;  also  2  Orarifs  Special  Proc.y  96,  117. 

Second.  In  relation  to  the  trust  sought  to  be  created  by  the 
fifth  clause  of  the  will  being  void,  because  it  unlawfully  sus- 
pends the  power  of  alienation  of  the  real  estate,  and  also  the 
absolute  ownership  of  the  personal  property  of  the  deceased, 
cited  the  enactments  of  1  Bev.  Stat.j  672  {Edmonds  ed.;  or, 
3  Bev.  Stat.,  11  [5th  ed\  %%  14, 15,  16,  21,  22, 41,44,  55,  75, 
79,  82,  84) ;  Jennings  agt.  Jennings  (7  N.  Y.y  647) ;  Hawley 
agt.  Jamies  (16  Wend.^  61,  121) ;  Amory  agt.  Lord  (9  Wend.^ 
404, 415,  416) ;  Taylor  agt.  6ould  (10  Barb.,  388, 398, 400) ; 
Tates  agt.  Yates  (9  Barl.,  329, 338,  339,  341,  344,  34p,  34T) . 
Oostar  agt.  Lorillard  (14  Wend,,  265,  312);  Bascom  agt, 
AWertson  (34  N.  F.,  584,  609  to  612) ;  WilUams  agt  Wii 
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Kama  (8  Jf.  Y.y  628) ;  Barley  agt.  James  (5  Paige^  445) ; 
Amary  agt.  Lord  (5  Sdd.j  403) ;  Knox  agt.  James  (47  -ZT.  Z"., 
390, 896) ;  Booth  agt.  J^wW  (2  B.  dk  Aid.,  564) ;  SchetOer  agt 
iSmitt  (41  N.  T.J  328) ;  2?a  Edy  agt.  /rt^tn^r  (5  i>dnio,  646, 
652);  McSorley  agt.  McSorley  (4  5aw^  C%.,  414,  416); 
McSorley  agt.  TTifoon.  (4  /Sa/ui.  C4.,  615,  625) ;  -^ieW  agt. 
Fidd  (4  /Swwi.  C%.,  528,  546,  561) ;  Moore  agt.  Moore  (47 
-ffarJ.,  257,  268, 260) ;  Br(mn  agt.  Evcms  (34  jBorJ.,  695, 
606). 

Tki/td.  There  is  no  power  in  the  conrt  to  preserve  or 
modify  the  trust,  bnt  the  whole  trust  and  property  and  legacies 
mentioned  in  the  fifth  clause  fails  (3  R.  S.y  p.  22,  §  84 ;  Hoajd- 
ley  agt  James,  16  Wend.,  66, 121, 122, 164, 166, 174, 175, 176 ; 
Ciwter  agt.  Lorillard,  14  Wend.,  265,  312,  317 ;  Samage  agt. 
Bumham,  17  ^.  Y.,  561, 669, 670,  576 ;  Tucker  agt.  Tucker, 
6  K  T.,  417, 418 ;  Morton  agt.  Morton,  8  Ba/rb.,  21 ;  ^Kmffs 
Com.,  825,  837, 351,  a/nd  cases  cited;  Harrison  agt.  Harrison, 
36  JT.  r:,  848;  ^^7U>ry  agt  Lord,  4  it^.  y.,  ^H,  419,  420 ; 
Matter  of  Thomas  Esitate,  1  Tucker's  Sur.,  867,  370 ;  1  R. 
8.,  729,  §  60 ;  Knox  agt.  Jam>es,  47  iT.  T.,  390,  399 ;  Jfo- 
SorUy  agt.  IFiZ«>n,  4  ^nrf.  Oh.,  516  ^  525  ;  3  ^.  8.,  p.  16, 
§  55,  atui  page  21,  §  79,  j>.  28,  §  148 ;  Post  agt.  Haoer,  33 
-flT.  F.,  106,  id.,  601 ;  Mc8orley  agt.  Mc8orley,  4  5anrf.  C/i^ 
414,  416 ;  i^iijW  agt.  lUd,  4  /Sb^iw?.  CA.,  628,  546,  551). 

Fourth.  The  trustees  are  both  beneficiaries  under  the  will, 
and  therefore  cannot  be  trustees  {Costofr  agt.  LoriUa/rd,  14 
Wend.,  265,  322,  323 ;  8  ^.  8.,  p.  21,  §  79). 

Fifth.  No  particular  form  of  words  or  mode  of  expression 
is  requisite  to  create  a  trust  {Fisher  agt.  Mdds,  10  John., 
494, 497 ;  1  Redfidd  on  Lanes  ofWiOs,  174-176  [8  ed.'\,  and 
cases  cited). 

Sixth.  The  half-blood  take  by  descent  equally  with  the 
▼hole  blood  (3  R.  8.,  p.  42,  §  16  [5  ed.'\  ). 

W.  W.  McFasland,  counsel  for  executors,  defendants^ 
stated:  The^«^  and  obvious  observation  upon  this  hearing 
Vol.  XLVI  24 
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is  that  the  relief  prayed  for,  by  way  of  injunction  and  receiver- 
ship, cannot  be  granted  without  clear  violation  of  the  esta- 
blished rule  that  the  merits  of  the  cause  cannot  be  tried  upon 
a  mere  motion,  and  that  the  granting  of  the  relief  prayed  for 
must  be  based  upon  a  pre-judgment  of  the  very  merits  of  the 
action,  anticipating  final  hearing  and  a  disposition  of  the  merits 
in  advance  upon  a  preliminary  motion  based  upon  affidavits. 
This,  of  itself,  is  a  conclusive  reason  why  the  injunction  should 
be  dissolved  and  the  application  for  a  receiver  denied. 

Second.  The  proposition  upon  which  the  action  is  based  is 
clearly  erroneous.  The  objections  urged  to  the  will  are  these : 
1st.  That  it  is  void  for  uncertainty ;  2d.  Because  of  an  unlaw- 
ful suspension  of  the  power  of  alienation ;  3d.  Because  there 
is  an  unauthorized  provision  for  accumulation;  and,  4th. 
Because  certain  of  the  beneficiaries  are  aliens. 

Third.  Before  considering  these  several  objections  a  gene- 
ral view  of  the  will  was  taken  to  endeavor  to  ascertain  the 
general  and  controlling  intent  of  the  testator  touching  the  dis- 
position of  his  estate.  He  intends  that  it  shall  aU  be  con- 
verted into  money,  and,  as  money,  divided  in  the  prescribed 
proportion  between  certain  designated  persons,  who  may  be 
regarded,  therefore,  as  the  primary  objects  of  his  bounty. 
The  primary  legatees  are  his  widow  and  his  two  brothers,  to 
whom  his  residuary  estate  is  given ;  the  widow  taking  one- 
half  and  the  brothers  each  one-fourth.  Out  of  this,  however, 
is  to  be  paid  a  legacy  to  each  of  three  sisters,  one  aunt  and 
two  children  of  Dr.  Gano,  one  of  his  executors.  He  has 
expressed  a  desire  that  the  final  distribution  and  division  of 
his  estate  between  these  different  l^atees  should  be  made  at 
the  end  of  six  years ;  and  not  wishing  to  leave  them  unpro- 
vided for,  in  the  mean  time  he  has  directed  that  certain 
advances  should  be  made  to  them,  in  the  way  of  annuities, 
until  they  come  into  the  actual  possession  of  the  principal 
sum  bequeathed  to  each.  It  is  apparent,  therefore,  that  the 
principal  and  controlling  intention  of  the  testator  would,  as 
the  rules  of  law  and  the  express  statutes  of  the  state  require, 
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be  carried  into  execution  if  the  executors  were  held  to  take 
merely  a  power  in  trust  for  the  purpose  of  sale  and  distribu- 
tion to  be  made,  regardless  of  the  restriction  as  to  time  and 
as  soon  as  the  same  could  have  been  accomplished,  provided 
there  had  been  no  suggestion  as  to  the  time  to  be  occupied  in 
the  performance  of  this  duty,  and  no  provision  intermediate 
made  for  the  objects  of  his  bounty.  But  the  main  and  cardi- 
nal question  in  the  premises  is  this,  namely,  what  is  the  nature 
and  quality  of  the  estate  taken  by  the  trustees  and  the  several 
beneficiaries  ? 

Fowrth.  It  is  submitted,  in  the  first  place,  that  this  is  a  will 
of  personal  property,  pure  and  simple.  It  is  to  be  dealt  with 
as  a  sum  in  money  and  nothing  else  (2  Story  JEq,  Jur.y  §  64, 
§§  790,  1212,  1214 ;  Manioe  agt.  Manioe^  43  iT.  T.,  372 ; 
Kane  agt.  GoU^  24  WShd.y  658,  660 ;  Merett  agt.  Boeretty  29 
N.  T.y  40 ;  Van  Vechtm  agt.  Van  Veckteny  8  Paiffey  103, 128 ; 
Btmce  agt.  Vandergrifty  8  Paigey  37 ;  Oraig  agt.  Lesliey  3 
Wheatony  677,  678 ;  Fletcher  agt.  Ashbumery  1  Bro.  Ch. 
Ca.y  437  ;  1  White  cfe  Tudor  Leading  Cases  in  Equity y  notes; 
Phelps  agt.  Pmdy  23  N.  Z.,  69). 

Fifth.  The  fact  that  the  testator  has  expressed  a  desire 
that  that  part  of  his  prope^y  consisting  of  real  estate  should 
not  be  converted  into  money  until  after  the  expiration  of  six 
years  must  be  manifest,  upon  a  moment's  refiection,  that  it 
can  have  no  effect  upon  the  general  construction  of  the  will, 
and  does  not  render  this  clause  of  it  void  and  defeat  the  main 
and  general  intent  of  the  testator.  In  reference  to  well  settled 
principles  by  which  courts  are  guided  in  the  interpretation  of 
last  wills  and  testaments,  see  Darling  agt.  Rogers  (22  Wend.y 
488) ;  H6ba/r€s  BqportSy  277 ;  Oxley  agt.  Lane  (35  iT.  Z, 
349) ;  Harrison  agt.  Harrison  (36  N.  Y.y  647) ;  SchetOer 
agt.  Smith  (41  N.  Y.y  341). 

Sixth.  By  the  fifth  clause  of  the  will,  which  gives  rise  to 
the  present  action,  in  substance,  he  gives  the  residuum  of  his 
estate  to  his  executors  to  convert  it  into  money  and  distribute 
the  money ;  one-half  to  his  wife  and  the  other  half  equally 
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between  his  brothers,  Thomas  and  James.  This  residuum,  it 
is  true,  is  charged  wit^  what  may  be  regarded  as  certain  tem- 
porary legacies  and  certain  ultimate  legacies,  the  recipients 
of  both  being  the  same  persons.  There  is  no  future  or  expect- 
ant estate  created;  the  executors  are  not  to  distribute  or 
convey  upon  the  happening  of  some  future  contingency  or 
uncertain  event.  There  is  no  estate  created  in  either  of  the 
beneficiaries,  subsequent  to  the  testator's  decease,  but  that 
which  he  has  given  to  the  trustees  for  their  benefit  is  simply 
to  be  distributed  or  divided.  The  executors  do  not  convey ; 
they  simply  distribute  and  divide  the  money  which  has  been 
given  to  them  to  distribute  and  divide.  There  is,  therefore, 
a  vested  interest  in  these  several  beneficiaries  from  the  instant 
of  the  testator's  decease ;  the  executors  are  charged  with  the 
mere  duty  of  administration,  distribution  and  division  of  the 
testator's  bounty,  and  they  are  given  either  an  estate  or 
power,  and  it  matters  uot  which,  precisely  adequate  to  that 
end,  no  more  and  no  less. 

The  statute,  so  far  as  it  relates  to  personal  estate,  is  a  dis- 
tinct title,  and  professes  to  treat  of  accumulations  and  expect- 
ant estates  only  (24  Wend.y  662,  668).  And  it  makes  every 
limitation  of  a  future  mterest,  that  would  have  the  effect  to 
suspend  the  absolute  ownership  for  a  period  longer  than  is 
described,  void  {Em/mons  agt.  CaimSj  3  Bo/ri.y  242 ;  Everett 
agt.  EoereUy  29  N.  T. ;  Kane  agt.  OoUy  24  Wend.).  It  has 
no  application  to  this  case,  for  this  case  concerns  a  present 
and  vested  interest,  and  not  a  future  and  contingent  interest 
{Manice  agt.  Manice^  43  N.  Z".,  868,  869 ;  Law  BeportSy  3 
E^.  Gases).  On  the  point  that  death  may  occur  to  legatees 
before  actual  receipt  of  the  property,  cited  Hutchm  agt.  Man- 
nington  (1  Vesey,  366) ;  Manice  agt.  Manice;  Trover  agt. 
ScheU  (28  iT.  Z".,  89) ;  £/uerett  agt.  Everett  (29  iT.  JT.,  39, 
IS) ;  24  Wend.y  662,  666. 

Seventh.  Should  the  direction  to  the  executors  not  to  con- 
vert the  real  estate  into  personalty  for  the  period  of  six  years 
be  held  to  be  void,  it  is  none  tlie  less  decisive  in  favor  of  the 
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validity  of  the  will  {Oxley  agt.  I/mey  35  iT.  y.,  346  ;  Irvime 
agt.  Be  Kay^  9  Paige^  630 ;  24  IT^^nrf.,  662 ;  Da/rUng  agt. 
^ojr^^,  ^^Wmd,,  488;  41  iT.  T.,  341;  36  N.  Y.,  647;  35 
N.  T.,  394). 

Eighth.  There  is  nothing  in  the  point  that  the  will  is  void 
as  containing  a  provision  for  undue  accumulation  {Dodge^  Exr,y 
agt  Pond,  23  K  Z,  69 ;  Rxvpa/rt  Estate,  1  Tucker,  480). 

Ninth.  An  injunction  cannot  issue,  because  the  right  upon 
which  it  is  based  is  not  only  doubtful  but  there  is  no  proof  of 
it  at  all  (  White  agt  BrovmeU,  3  Ahh.  If.  S.,  318 ;  4  id.,  162 ; 
Pidgeon  agt.  Oaimam,,  Z^Rob.,  706 ;  Mott  agt.  ConnoUy,  50 
Bwrb.,  516;  ^ot*^  agt  Harvey,  10  J.W.,  321 ;  Dumee  agt, 
6>&B,  13  id.,  264 ;  Oouldmg  agt.  J5aw,  4  /Siwu?.,  716 ;  1 
Cade  Rep.  \N.  /5.],  207). 

And  because  the  affidavits  in  support  of  the  title  and  injunc- 
tion are  not,  in  respect  to  any  single  fact,  on  knowledge,  but 
every  allegation  is  on  hearsay,  information  and  belief  {Ramr 
9ey  agt.  Erie  Ry.  Co.,  38  How.,  193 ;  Heckd  agt.  Mayor, 
dfc,  of  N.  T.,  28  How.,  211 ;  Bostwick  agt.  EUon,  25  id., 
362 ;  Levy  agt.  Eh/,  16  id.,  396 ;  Roger  agt.  Wagstaff,  11 
iei,  662 ;  Woodruff  agt.  jRwrAw-,  17  J5arS.,  224 ;  Pmfidd 
agt.  Fifeife,  8  JGTot^.,  87 ;  MvMyr  agt.  TVr/y,  1  Code  R.  [iT. 
A],  884 ;  S.  C,  6  H(ya>.,  208 ;  /Si/*M  agt.  Rmo,  id.,  124 ; 
Smith  agt.  ^t^^m,  ^.,  405 ;  Jones  agt.  ^^^^t^,  ^.,  87 ; 
Sehoonmaker  agt.  -ff^.  Dutch  Church,  5  JBW.,  265 ;  Krom 
agt  Hogam,,  4  zef.,  225;  Rocme  agt.  Fi^i,  3  J?m^.,  827; 
Benson  agt.  ^(a»A,  1  C!tx26  £.,  50). 

A  receiver  should  not  be  appointed  for  the  same  reason, 
among  others,  that  an  injunction  should  not  be  granted,  both 
resting  upon  the  same  footing  {Blendheim  agt.  Moore,  11 
Maryland,  864 ;  YoskeU  agt.  Hynson,  26  id.,  83 ;  State  agt. 
The  UTorthem  Cml/ral  R.  R.  Co.,  18  id.,  198 ;  Knight  agt 
Bwrr,  19  irf.,  134 ;  Furlong  agt.  Edvoards,  3  irf.,  99 ;  Thomp- 
son agt.  Deffenderfer,  1  Maryl.  Ch.  Decis.,  489  ;  TomUnson 
agt.  IFflW(f,  8  (7o/m.,  891 ;  Orphan  Asyhrni  agt.  McCa/rtee 
Hopkins,  429 ;  Jfay«  agt.  ^a«^,  1  Ei'eeman^s  Ch.,  708 ;  Zo^ 
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agt.  Hao'vey^  1  FoateVy  514 ;  Mayna/rd  agt.  Baily^  2  Neoada^ 
813 ;  Jone%  agt.  Dougherty ^  10  Oeorgia^  281 ;  Crawford  agt. 
jBe>«^,  39  Oeorgia^  44). 

The  plaintiff's  title  mnst  be  clear,  and  there  moat  be  fraud 
or  very  special  circumstances  before  a  receiver  will  be 
appointed  of  rents  and  profits  of  real  estate  {Chioago^  (&c,j  agt. 
U.  S.  Co.j  67  Pa.y  83 ;  Cheever  agt.  BuOcmdy  dkc,  39  Vt, 
663 ;  Baker  agt.  Baker^  32  /S.,  79 ;  Haigkt  agt.  ^wrr,  19 
Md.y  130 ;  Hamilton  agt.  Accessory  Tram^.  Co,y  3  J.JJ.,  255 ; 
Willies  agt.  CorUeSy  2  -E^.  C^.  jB.,  881 ;  ^e^  Oongdon  agt. 
Z^a,  3  it?.,  304 ;  Packer  agt.  JUoore,  id.,  234 ;  Carius  agt 
Chdberty  id,,  312;  Snerstd  agt.  ZorriUard,  7  ^oJ.,  251; 
Rogers  agt.  JfaTar^Ao^Z,  38  -fftn/?.,  48 ;  *^^  Irela/nd  agt.  N^ichds, 
37  5(n/7.,  222 ;  aS.  (7.,  7  5oJ.,  476,  one?  w<?^  ^  «^.  455 ; 
Thompson  agt.  Sherra/rd,  22  jffot^?.,  185;  36  Ba/rh,,  593; 
People  agt.  Mayor,  Ac,  N.  Y.,  10  -4JJ.,  Ill ;  Chreenmlle 
agt.  Fleming,  2  J.  dk  L,y  335  [/W«A  JS^'wi^] ;  ci^  .ff^r  w» 
Becei/oers,  page  7;  -ffa^  agt.  Brothers,  2  Equity,  327; 
Anonymous,  12  F<w^,  4 ;  Howa/rd  agt.  Appera,  1  Jfo^.,  142 ; 
Hawthomthnjoaite  agt.  Bv^seU,  2  ^ii.,  126 ;  JP^rr  oti 
Beceioers,  pages  13,  17,  19  ;  Vrowdl  agt.  ^^,  1  J3(Wd,  434; 
Middleton  agt.  DodsweU,  18  T^^,  268 ;  Smith  agt.  Smith, 
2  Y.C&  a,  861 ;  Witnjoorth  agt.  TTAytfow,  2  J/iw.  cfe  <?.,  52 ; 
Pritcha/rd  agt.  FleeiAjoood,  1  Jfer.,  64;  Prebhle  2l^.  Bog- 
hurst,  1  Zii?.,  313 ;  Curling  agt.  Z{>rrf  Townshend,  19  F^., 
633  ;  Palm&r  agt.  VoAighn,  3  Z.  PT.,  173 ;  IWJo^  agt.  5bp6 
^«,  4  X  d&  ./;,  141). 

Ingtiaham,  p.  e/^ — This  action  is  brought  for  the  partition 
of  the  real  estate  of  the  late  John  H.  McCunn.  It  is  founded 
on  the  supposed  invalidity  of  certain  trusts  in  the  will, 
which  are  claimed  to  be  void  or  contrary  to  the  provisions  of 
the  statute  relating  to  the  suspension  of  the  power  of  aliena- 
tion. 

It  is  by  no  means  clear  that  the  dause  in  the  will  referred 
to    is  void.      Certainly,  the  provision  for  the  wife,  if  by 
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itself,  would  not  be ;  and  as  that  embracee  half  the  estate, 
that  should  be  preserved  if  it  could  be  done  consistently  with 
the  decisions  of  the  courts  on  this  subject,  even  if  the  gifts 
to  the  brothers  are  objectionable. 

Nor  is  it  any  more  dear  that  the  directions  as  to  the  sale 
of  the  property,  after  six  years,  is  such  a  limitation  of  the 
power  of  alienation  as  to  render  the  whole  trust  void.  Such 
a  provision  may  be  valid  as  a  power  of  sale  merely,  and 
would  not  destroy  the  whole  intent  of  the  testator  in  dispos- 
ing of  the  bulk  of  his  estate ;  but  I  do  not  deem  it  necessary 
on  this  motion  to  decide  the  questions  which  have  been  so 
ably  argued  as  to  the  validity  of  these  trusts.  There  are 
other  considerations  which  must  control  in  the  decision  of 
this  motion. 

In  actions  for  the  partition  of  property,  the  right  of  the 
plaintiff  to  be  an  owner  should  be  clear  to  warrant  the  court 
to  take  the  custody  of  the  property  out  of  the  possession  of 
those  having  an  apparently  valid  title.  The  executors  and 
trustees  are  vested  with  that  right  under  the  will,  while  the 
claim  of  the  plaintiff  is  doubtful  and  uncertain. 

So  far  as  relates  to  the  personal  estate,  the  present  action 
has  no  connection  therewith,  and  there  can  be  no  order  made 
in  relation  thereto. 

K  the  trustees  appointed  by  the  will  are  incompetent  or 
improvident,  the  supreme  court,  on  a  proper  application,  has 
power  to  remove  them  and  appoint  others  to  carry  out  the 
trust.  No  such  relief,  however,  could  be  given  in  this  action, 
while  the  prayer  of  this  application,  if  granted,  would  vir- 
tually have  that  effect.  On  a  proper  application  to  the  sur- 
rogate, also,  the  executors  may  from  time  to  time  be  com- 
pelled to  account,  and  when  proper  proceedings  are  taken  in 
this  court,  an  order  may  be  made  requiring  the  proceeds  of 
the  estate  from  time  to  time  to  be  deposited  in  some  suitable 
trust  company,  after  making  provision  to  pay  the  claims 
against  the  estate,  which  seem  to  be  constantly  accruing. 

With  these  general  remarks  as  to  the  propriety  of  granting 
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such  a  motion  in  snch  an  action,  I  will  examine  briefly  the 
affidavits  on  which  this  motion  is  founded. 

They  are  in  a  great  part  merely  on  information  and  belief 
as  to  the  conduct  of  the  executors,  and  the  mode  of  liviDg  and 
family  expenses  of  one  of  them.  Some  statements  are  made 
apparently  on  personal  knowledge. 

In  either  case,  however,  the  allegations  made  on  the  part 
of  the  plaintiff,  material  hereto,  are  fully  and  nneqaivocally 
denied  on  the  part  of  the  defendants,  and  the  weight  of  testi- 
mony is  quite  as  strong  on  the  one  side  as  the  other.  There 
is  no  propriety  in  granting  the  motion  on  such  a  state  of  tes- 
timony, nor  in  trying  such  a  question  in  this  action  on  con- 
flicting affidavits. 

There  might,  perhaps,  be  some  necessity  for  it  if  no  other 
relief  existed ;  but  while  that  may  be  obtained  in  various 
ways,  so  as  to  protect  the  estate  from  being  wasted,  I  am 
satisfied  this  motion  should  not  be  granted. 

Motion  denied  with  ten  dollars  costs. 
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SUPKEME  COURT. 

Samuel  P.  Dinsmore  agt.  The  Atlantic  and  Pacific  Bail- 

BOAD  Company  and  others. 

This  action  was  brought  to  restrain  the  Atlantic  and  Pacific  Railroad 
Company,  a  corporation  chartered  by  congress  in  July,  1866,  from  pay- 
ing the  rents  reserved  in  a  lease  made  to  it  by  the  South  Pacific  Railroad 
Company  of  Missouri,  a  corporation  chartered  by  the  legislature  of 
Missouri  The  rent  being  payable  for  the  use  of  the  railroad  constructed 
and  operated  by  the  lessor,  and  five  other  railroads  previously  leased 
and  demised  to  the  South  Pacific  Railroad  Company  of  Missouri. 

The  Atlantic  and  Pacific  Railroad  Company  was  empowered  by  its  charter 
to  construct  a  line  of  railroad  from  the  town  of  Springfield,  in  the  state 
of  Missouri,  to  the  western  boundary  line  of  said  state,  and  thence  by 
a  designated  route  to  the  Pacific  ocean. 

The  South  Pacific  Railroad  Company  of  Missouri  was  authorized  to  build 
and  extend  its  road  from  St.  Louis,  westeriy  through  Jefferson  City, 
Springfield  and  Neosho,  to  the  westerly  bounds  of  the  state. 

The  charter  of  the  Atlantic  and  Pacific  Railroad  Company,  among  other 
Uiings,  provided  that  if  the  route  described  should  be  found  on  the  line 
of  any  other  railroad  route,  to  aid  in  the  construction  of  which,  lands 
had  been  previously  granted  by  the  United  States,  as  far  as  the  routes 
were  upon  the  same  general  line,  the  amount  of  land  granted  to  the 
Atlantic  and  Pacific  Railroad  Company  should  be  deducted  from  the 
grant  made  by  that  act 

And  in  such  case  it  was  provided  that  the  railroad  company  receiving  the 
previous  grant  of  land,  could  assign  its  interest  to  the  Atlantic  and 
Pacific  Railroad  Company,  or  consolidate,  confederate  or  associate  with 
such  company,  upon  the  terms  contained  in  the  first  and  seventeenth 
sections  of  the  act. 

The  South  Pacific  Railroad  Company  of  Missouri,  having  received  a 
prior  grant  of  land  from  the  United  States,  and  passing  through  Spring- 
field and  Neosho,  was  within  the  description  of  the  one  from  which  the 
Atlantic  and  Pacific  Railroad  Company  was  empowered  to  purchase  the 
interest  of,' or  consolidate  with. 

Bat  the  Atlantic  and  Pacific  Railroad  Company  took  a  lease  of  the  South 
Pacific  Railroad  Company  of  Missouri,  and  in  addition  to  the  rights 
Vol.  XLVI  26 
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and  intei«8t  of  the  latter  company,  including  the  priyilege  of  extending 
the  line  to  St  Louis,  took  also  that  part  of  the  road  proceeding  weet- 
ward  firom  Franklin,  through  Jefferson  City,  together  with  leases  of  the 
fire  other  railroads  mentioned,  in  no  way  incidental  to  the  interest  which 
could  lawftilly  be  made  the  subject  of  the  purchase.  And  the  rental 
agreed  to  be  paid  consisted  of  an  enture  sum,  including  those  lines  as 
well  as  that  between  Franklin  and  St.  Louis. 

EM,  That  as  such  powers,  to  take  these  leases,  were  neither  designed  nor 
given  to  defendant's  corporation,  the  leases  of  the  road  from  Franklin 
through  JefFerson  City  westerly,  as  well  as  the  assignments  of  the  leases 
of  the  other  five  roads,  would  seem  to  be  void  for  want  of  author!^  hi 
the  Atlantic  and  Pacific  Railroad  Company  to  receive  thenL 

And  that  would  result  in  avoidhig  the  lease  from  Franklin  to  St  Louis,  as 
the  rent  to  be  paid  for  all  consists  of  an  entire  amount  incapable  of 
apportionment,  and  this  would  constitute  a  good  reason  for  erjoinmg 
the  payment  altogether. 

But  that  would  require  the  lease  and  assignments  to  be  altogether  annulled, 
which  would  result  in  defeating  the  entire  claim  the  South  Pacific  Bail- 
road  Company  of  Missouri  as  well  as  the  other  railroad  companies,  whose 
leases  have  been  assigned,  may  make  for  the  payment  of  the  rent  agreed 
to  be  paid.  And  that  cannot  lawfully  be  done  in  this  action,  becansc 
they  have  not  been  made  parUei  to  it 

The  defendant,  the  Atlantic  and  Pacific  Raihroad  Company,  has  a  dhect 
interest  in  requiring  the  presence  of  the  South  Pacific  Railroad  Com- 
pany of  liOssouri;  for  it  should  not  be  enjoined  from  paying  the  rent 
reserved,  without,  at  the  same  time,  having  its  covenant  to  pay  declared 
void ;  and  that  cannot  be  done  in  the  present  state  of  the  case. 

The  rent  which  has  accrued  has  already  been  paid,  and  before  the  next 
installment  matures,  the  plaintiff  will  have  abundant  opportunity  to 
bring  his  action  in  proper  form,  and  before  a  tribunal  having  compet^t 
jurisdiction  over  all  the  parties  to  the  controversy,  when  entire  justice 
can  be  administered.  Therefore,  no  necessity  exists  for  continuing  the 
present  injunction,  until  such  an  action  can  be  commenced. 

iTew?  York  Special  Terrn^  August^  1873. 
Motion  to  continue  injunction. 

Julian  E.  Davies  ife  Wm.  0.  Babebtt,  for  plaintiff. 

Coles  Mobris,  for  defencUmU^  in  an  elaborate  and  able 
general  brief  stated,  on  the  second  point,  that  tiie  court  could 
not  determine  the  validity  of  the  lease  without  directiy  affect- 
ing the  rights  of  the  South  Pacific  Railroad  Company  of 
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Missouri,  not  a  party  to  the  action,  as  it  would  be  contrary  to 
all  roles  which  govern  courts  of  equity,  and  against  the  prin- 
ciples of  natural  justice,  'citing  Stary^s  E^.  Pl.<,  §  77 ;  MdUon 
agt  Einde,  12  Wheat. ^  p  ;  EtmeU  agt.  Claries  JSors.,  7 
Oranchj  96 ;  Oray  agt.  Schenck^  4  Comst,  R.^p.  460 ;  Spann 
agt  SocmUe  et  al.^  2  Cu%h.^  (Mass.)  B.y  578 ;  HaUett  agt. 
HdOeU,  2  Paige  Ch.  R.,  19 ;  H(yweTl  agt.  Chioago  and  N.  W. 
B.  B.  Oo.j  51  Barb.,  379 ;  Code,  §  122 ;  Sturiemnt  agt. 
Brewer,  4  Boew.,  628 ;  Mowroe  agt.  Gaheeton,  etc.,  R.  R. 
Co.,  19  AU.,  90.     • 

On  the  sixth  point,  the  power  to  grant  preUminary  injunc- 
tions  ought  to  be  exercised  with  extreme  caution  and  applied 
only  in  very  dear  cases,  citing  2  Story's  Eq.  PL,  §  959 ; 
WoodADord  agt  Harris,  2  Barb.  CK.,  443 ;  Brovm  agt.  Ifew- 
all,  2  Mylne  c6  Craig,  670 ;  Ramsey  agt.  Erie  R.  R.  Co.,  7 
Ahb.{N.S.),p.li1. 

Daioels,  Jl — The  substantial  object  of  this  action  is  to 
restrain  the  Atlantic  and  Pacific  Sailroad  Company  from  pay- 
ing the  rents  reserved  in  a  lease  made  to  it  by  the  Pacific 
Bailroad  Company  of  Missouri.  The  rent  is  payable  for  the 
nfie  of  the  railroad  constructed  and  operated  by  the  lessor, 
and  for  the  control  and  use  of  five  other  railroads  previously 
leased  and  demised  to  the  South  Pacific  Bailroad  Company 
of  Missouri. 

The  road  of  the  lessor  extended  from  St.  Louis  westerly 
through  Jefferson  City,  and  was  designed  to  be  constn^icted 
to  the  westerly  bounds  of  the  state. 

The  roads  leased  to  that  cotnpany  were  the  Missouri  Eiver 
ntilroad,  the  Leavenworth,  Atchison,  and  North-western 
railroad,  the  BooneviUe  extension  of  the  Osage  Yalley  and 
Southern  £ansas  railroad,  the  Lexington  and  St.  Louis 
railroad,  and  the  St.  Louis,  Lawrence,  and  Denver  railroad. 
And  these  leases  were  assigned  to  the  Atlantic  and  Pacific 
Sailroad  Company.  They,  as  well  as  that  portion  of  the 
Pacific  railroad  of  Missouri,  westerly  of  Franklin,  were  not 
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in  the  ronte  over  which  the  Atlantic  and  Pacific  raiboad  by 
its  charter  was  to  construct  its  road,  and  formed  no  part  of 
the  connections  which  that  act  iir  terms  authorized  it  to 
make.  It  is  claimed,  however,  that  the  contract,  by  which  all 
these  roads  in  substance  leased  by  the  Atlantic  and  Pacific 
Eailroad  Company,  was  justified  by  the  circumstance  that  it 
could  not  obtain  tlie  road  from  Franklin  to  St.  Louis  withoat 
taking  the  others  along  with  it. 

In  order  to  determine  whether  this  position  can  be  main- 
tained  it  will  be  necessary  to  ascertain  'the  authority  which 
the  act  of  incorporation  inferred  in  this  respect  upon  the 
Atlantic  and  Pacific  Bailroad  Company. 

That  act  was  enacted  by  congress  and  approved  on  the  27th 
day  of  July,  1866.  And  it  empowered  the  corporation  it 
created  to  construct,  maintain  and  enjoy  a  continuous  liue  of 
railroad ;  beginning  at  or  near  the  town  of  Springfield  in 
the  state  of  Missouri,  thence  to  the  western  boundary  line  of 
said  state ;  and  thence  by  the  most  eligible  railroad  route,  as 
shall  be  determined  by  said  company,  to  a  point  on  the 
Canadian  river ;  thence  to  the  town  of  Albuquerque  on  the 
river  Del  Norto ;  and  thence  by  the  way  of  the  Agua  Firo, 
or  other  suitable  pass,  to  the  head  waters  of  the  Colorado 
Chiquito ;  and  thence  by  the  thirty-fifth  parallel  of  latitude, 
as  near  as  may  be  found  most  suitable  for  a  railway  route  to 
the  Colorado  river,  at  such  point  as  may  be  selected  by  said 
company  for  crossing ;  and  thence  by  the  most  practical  and 
eligible  route  to  the  Pacific." 

And  the  company  was  vested  with  all  the  powers,  privi- 
leges and  immunities  necessary  to  carry  into  effect  the  pur- 
poses of  the  act  as  therein  set  forth.  In  order  to  enable  it 
to  construct  and  furnish  its  road,  it  was  munificently  endowed 
with  a  large  and  liberal  grant  of  the  public  lands,  amounting 
in  extent  to  about  65,000,000  of  acres,  and  for  its  road-bed 
was  given  a  strip  200  feet  in  width  wherever  it  crossed  the 
lands  of  the  United  States. 

But  in  order  to  avoid  a  double  donation  of  public  pro- 
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perty  to  attain  the  same  end,  it  wb8  proyided  that  if  the 
route  described  shonld  be  found  on  the  line  of  any  other  rail- 
road route,  to  aid  in  the  oonstruetion  of  which  lands  had  been 
previously  granted  by  the  United  States  '^  as  &r  as  the  routes 
are  upon  the  same  general  line,"  the  amount  of  land  granted 
by  its  charter  to  the  Atlantic  and  Pacific  Railroad  Company 
should  be  deducted  from  the  grant  made  by  that  act.  And 
in  that  case  it  was  provided  that  the  railroad  company 
receivTDg  the  previous  grant  of  land,  could  assign  its  interest 
to  the  Atlantic  and  Pacific  Bailrdad  Company,  or  consolidate, 
confederate,  or  associate  with  such  company  upon  the  terms 
contained  in  the  first  and  seventeenth  sections  of  the  act. 

These  sections  in  general  terms  confined  the  interests  to  be 
acquired  to  the  promotion  of  the  purpose  disclosed  by  the  act 
without  enlarging  the  authority  otherwise  conferred.  • 

Before  the  enactment  of  this  charter  the  state  of  Missouri 
incorporated  a  railroad  company  to  construct  a  railroad  from 
Franklin  through  Springfield  and  Neosho  to  the  wec^tem 
boundary  of  the  state. 

The  Southern  Pacific  Railroad  Company  had  been  made 
the  recipient  of  a  donation  of  the  public  lands  under  a  pre- 
vious grant  of  the  United  States.  Through  Springfield  and 
Keodio  certainly  its  railroad  route  was  upon  the  same  general 
line  as  that  designated  for  the  railroad  of  the  Atlantic  and 
Pacific  Railroad  Company.  It  was  therefore  within  the  pro- 
vision of  liie  diarter  declaring  that  in  such  an  event  a  deduc- 
tion should  be  made  from  the  amount  of  the  public  lands 
otherwise  provided  for  that  company.  And  for  that  reason  it 
was  empowered  to  take  an  assignment  of  the  interest  of  the 
Southwest  Pacific  Railroad  Company,  or  consolidate,  con- 
federate or  associate  with  it 

But  before  either  was  done  tfie  company  owning  the  other 
route  forfeited  its  rights  to  the  state  of  Missouri,  and  that  state, 
by  its  legislative  authority,  conferred  them  upon  a  new  com- 
pany in  March,  1868,  called  the  South  Pacific  Raihx)ad  Com- 
pany. This  new  company,  according  to  the  affidavits  produced. 
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was  incorporated  to  constract  a  railroad  from  St  Louis  to  the 
western  boundary  of  the  state,  passing  throagh  or  near  the 
towns  of  Springfield  and  Neosho.  From  that  time  the  new 
company  was  within  the  description  of  the  one  from  which 
the  Atlantic  and  Pacific  Railroad  Company  was  empowered 
to  purchase  the  interest  of  or  consolidate  with. 

For  it  then  became  the  owner  of  the  railroad  route  and  of 
the  grant  of  land  made  to  the  preceding  company.  And  it 
was  on  the  existence  of  those  circumstances  alone  that  the 
power  to  purchase  was  made  to  depend.  It  was  not  restricted 
to  a  purchase  from  the  company  formed  before  the  charter  of 
the  Atlantic  and  Pacific  Sailroad  Company  was  enacted.  But 
liberty  was  given  to  make  the  purchase  of  the  company 
receiving  the  previous  grant  of  land  and  also  owning  the 
^ther  route.  Neither  was  it  necessary  that  the  other  railroad 
should  have  been  constructed,  for  the  right  to  purchase  was 
secured  when  it  was  found  that  both  roads  were  upon  the 
same  line,  provided  the  other  company  had  received  land 
granted  for  railroad  purposes  by  the  United  States.  Tinder 
the  act  of  congress  the  purchase  could  lawfully  be  made  of 
any  company  receiving  such  grant  of  land,  and  owning  what 
mxf  have  been  properly  regarded  as  a  rival  route,  and  for 
that  reason  not  to  be  built  and  fostered  by  the  public  bounty. 

When  this  right  to  purchase  was  found  to  exist  under  the 
circumstances  mentioned  in  the  act  of  congress,  it  was  not 
restricted  to  so  much  only  of  the  other  railroad  route  of  the 
road  authorized  by  that  act.  That  would  ordinarily  be 
regarded  as  an  end  that  could  not  probably  be  accom- 
plished, for  a  company  authorized  to  construct  a  line  through 
the  entire  state  could  not  be  expected  voluntarily  to  relin- 
quish so  much  of  its  road  as  proved  a  rival  to  another 
route  and  retain  and  operate  the  residue.  Such  a  surrender 
might  prove  entirely  destructive  to  its  prosperity  and  success. 
The  act  of  congress  was  not  confined  by  so  narrow  a  view  of 
what  it  might  prove  essential  to  accomplish,  as  that  when  the 
right  to  purchase  arose  from  the  existence  of  the  circumstances 
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on  which  it  was  expressly  made  dependent,  it  entitled  the 
Atlantic  and  Pacific  Railroad  Oompany  to  take  an  assignment 
of  the  interest  of  the  company  owning  the  other  route,  not  a 
partial  interest  simply,  but  its  entire  interest ;  for  the  term 
interest,  used  in  the  act,  when  unrestrained,  as  it  is  in  this 
case,  includes  all  the  interest  owned  in  its  own  right  by  the 
other  corporation. 

This  comprehended  its  route,  road,  property  and  fran- 
chises. Together  they  constituted  its  interest,  and  the  act 
of  congress  permitted  that  to  be  assigned  to  the  company 
it  provided  for  organizing.  A  part  of  that  interest  was  the 
corporate  right  to  extend  its  road  to  St.  Louis ;  and  that  in 
the  sale  made  by  the  South  Pacific  Railroad  Company  to  the 
Atlantic  and  Pacific  Railroad  Company  was  transferred  to 
the  latter  company. 

The  object  of  the  act  of  congress  seems  to  have  been  to 
provide  for  the  company  it  formed  substantially  assuming  all 
the  corporate  rights  of  the  corporation  owning  the  other  route, 
provided  it  had  received  a  grant  of  public  lands.  And  by 
doing  that  it  secured  it  lawful  authority  to  construct  and  ope- 
rate the  road,  the  company  whose  rights  it  acquired  was 
authorized  to  construct  and  maintain.  That  .was  necessarily 
80,  since  it  clearly  formed  part  of  the  interest  of  the  other 
company. 

The  acqtiisition  of  this  interest  was  a  part  of  the  purpose 
for  which  the  Atlantic  and  Pacific  Railroad  .  Company  was 
created ;  and  to  promote  that  purpose,  in  order  to  reach  its 
own  lawful  terminus,  it  had  the  power  to  accept  from  the 
l^slature  of  the  state  of  Missouri  the  franchise  to  lease,  unite 
or  consolidate  with  any  other  company  owning  a  road  con- 
tinuous with  and  including  any  portion  of  that  which  it  could 
lawfully  make  and  operate.  That  was  secured  by  the  seven- 
tecDth  section  of  its  charter.  That  allowed  the  company  to 
accept  any  donation,  power,  franchise,  aid  or  assistance  granted 
by  any  state  for  the  purpose  provided  for  by  it.  And  as  the 
assignments  made  by  the  South  Pacific  Railroad  Company 
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traDsferred  the  right  to  it  to  extend  its  line  to  St.  Looifi,  it 
ooald  obvioualj  do  so  by  any  practicable  method  sapplied  by 
the  legislatare  of  the  state- 

And  that  body  provided  that  any  company  chartered  by 
the  state  or  act  of  congress,  having  the  whole  or  part  of  itB 
line  within  that  state,  could  lease  or  purchase  the  line  of  any 
other  road  connected  or  continuous  with  its  own  line. 

These  provisions  were  broad  enough  to  permit  the  Atlantic 
and  Pacific  Bailroad  Company  to  receive  a  lease  of  that  part 
of  the  Pacific  Bailroad  Company  of  Kissonri  extending  from 
Franklin  to  St  Louis ;  for  that  did  not  exceed  the  bounds 
which,  under  the  interest  assigned  to  it  by  the  South  Pacific 
Eailroad  Company,  it  could  lawfully  extend  the  road. 

And  having  the  right  to  build  and  maintain  a  road  to  that 
point,  the  same  purpose  was,  in  substance,  secured  by  the  legis- 
lative act  providing  for  the  acceptance  of  a  lease  from  the 
company  which  already  had  die  road  in  existence. 

It  was  an  additional  franchise  for  the  accomplishment  of 
one  of  the  purposes  provided  for  by  the  act  of  congress,  and 
for  that  reason  it  could  be  lawfully  received  from  the  state,  as 
the  charter  provided  for  such  an  addition  to  the  powers  of  the 
corporation  it  created. 

And  if  nothing  more  than  that  had  been  done  the  defend- 
ant's stockholders  would  have  no  just  grounds  of  complaint, 
and  no  case  would  exist  for  an  injunction. 

The  stockholders  of  this  as  well  as  of  other  corporations 
have  the  right  to  insist  that  neither  its  revenuei^iior  its  pro- 
perty shall  be  diverted  from  the  lawful  purpose  of  its  organi- 
zation ;  and  the  public  interests  require  the  observance  of  the 
same  rule. 

But  the  purchase  whidi  was  made  was  not  confined  within 
tiiose  limits ;  for,  in  addition  to  the  rights  and  interests  of 
that  company,  including  the  privilege  of  extending  the  line 
to  St.  Louis,  a  lease  of  the  Pacific  railroad  of  Missouri  was 
taken  for  that  part  of  the  road  proceeding  westward  from 
Franklin  through  Jefferson  City,  together  with  leases  of  the 
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five  other  lailroadB  previoiiflly  mentioQed,  in  do  waj,  «yen 
incidental,  to  the  interest  which  could  lawfully  be  made  the 
subject  of  the  pnrehaae ;  and  the  rental  agreed  to  be  paid 
coQfiifited  of  an  entire  smn,  including  those  lines  as  well  as 
Uiat  between  Franklin  and  St.  Louis. 

The  reason  given  for  taking  those  lines  is  the  &ct  that  the 
road  from  Franklin  to  St.  Louis  eonM  not  be  leased  without 
them. 

But  as  the  Atlantic  and  Pacific  Bailroiad  Company  was  not 
obliged  to  leaee  even  that  part  of  the  ronte  by  anything  con- 
tained in  its  own  charter,  or  that  of  the  South  Pacific  Bail- 
road  Company,  whoee  interest  it  pmrdiased,  tibat  inability 
&imed  DO  legal  excuse  which  would  justify  the  taking  of  the 
othe/ leases. 

If  it  could  not  obtain  the  lease  it  had  the  power  to  take, 
without  the  others,  then  all  should  have  been  refused,  and  a 
new  road  eonstmcted,  by  itself,  under  the  charts  of  the  South 
Padfic  Bailroad  Company,  from  Franklin  to  St  Louis. 

It  has  always  been  the  policy  of  the  l^islative  authority 
of  the  country  to  confer  upon  corporations  created  or  autho- 
rized by  it,  just  sudh  powers  as  it  was  deemed  proper  they 
dionld  have. 

And  the  courts  have  confined  them  within  the  j^easonaUe 
construction  of  such  powers. 

Where  they  have  proved  not  conveniently  flexible,  that  has 
usually  supplied  a  reason,  inducing  fiuiiiBr  legislation. 

But  not  one  justifying  a  trans^iesoion  of  llieir  lawful 
authority. 

^Qiere  is  nothing  in  the  defendant's  diarter  allowing  it  to 
take  leases  of  the  railroads,  in  order  to  induce  the  leasing  to 
it  of  that  part  of  the  road  between  Franklin  imd  St.  Louis. 
If  that  could  be  done,  with  the  same  propriety  it  might,  under 
similar  exactions,  have  taken  leases  of  every  railroad  in  the 
west 

The  authority  whidi  can  in  this  instance  be  invoked  in 

Voi.  XLVL  26 
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rapport  of  what  has  been  attempted,  would  indnde  all  that 
has  been  referred  to. 

It  is  clear  that  no  sach  powers  could  have  been  designed  for 
a  oorporatioDy  whose  leading  and  controlling  purpose  was  tihe 
oonstmction  of  a  railroad  from  the  state  of  Missouri  to  the 
Pacific  ocean. ' 

And  as  such  powers  were  neither  designed  nor  given,  the 
leases  of  the  road  from  Franklin  through  Jefferson  (Stjj 
westerly,  as  well  as  the  assignments  of  the  leases  of  the  other 
five  roads,  would  seem  to  be  void  for  want  of  authority  in  the 
Atlantic  and  Pacific  Bailroad  Company  to  receive  them. 

And  that  would  result  in  avoiding  the  lease  from  Franklin 
to  St.  Louis,  because  the  rent  to  be  paid  for  all  consists  of  an 
entire  amount  incapable  of  apportionment  There  is  no  way 
afforded  by  the  papers  in  which  a  separation  can  be  made  of 
that  which  was  authorized,  from  that  which  the  company  had 
no  right  to  receive,  and  no  power  to  bind  itself  to  pay  for. 
This  would  constitute  a  good  reason  for  enjoining  the  pay- 
ment altogether. 

But  that  would  require  the  lease  and  the  assignments  to  be 
altogether  annulled,  which  would  result  in  defeating  the 
entire  claim  the  Pacific  Bailroad  Oompany  of  Missouri,  as 
well  as  the  other  railroad  companies  whose  leases  have  been 
assigned,  may  make  for  the  payment  of  the  rent  agreed  to  be 
paid.  And  that  cannot  lawfully  be  done  in  this  action 
because  they  have  not  been  made  parties  to  it.  The  authori- 
ties relied  upon  as  excusing  the  omission  of  the  Pacific  Bail- 
road Oompany  of  Missouri  as  a  party,  because  it  is  a  foreign 
corporation  having  neither  property  nor  a  place  of  business 
within  this  state,  do  not  sanction  that  position. 

In  the  cases  cited  one  or  more  persons  were  made  parties 
representing  interests  participated  in  by  themselves  and  those 
who  were  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court 

Here  no  person  or  body  is  brought  before  the  court  whose 
interest  it  is  to  sustain  the  validity  of  this  lease  and  the 
assignments.     The  corporations  entitled  to  insist  upon  the 
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validity  of  the  covenant  to  pay  the  rent  reserved  are  neither 
directly  nor  indirectly  before  the  court. 

And  for  that  reason,  no  matter  how  dear  the  case  may  now 
appear  against  them,  the  court  has  no  right  to  determine 
their  rights. 

They  may  be  able  to  present  reasons  in  their  own  behalf 
which  will  give  the  transactions  involved  an  entirely  dif- 
ferent complexion. 

In  their  absence  the  court  cannot  undertake  to  adjudge 
the  case  against  them  {Rvssell  agt  Cla/rVs  Exra,^  7  Ora/nohy 
69,  98 ;  MaUan  agt.  Hi/nde,  12  Wheatony  194). 

In  this  case  it  was  held  '^  that  no  court  can  adjudicate 
directly  upon  a  person's  right  without  the  party  being  actually 
or  constructively  before  the  court  '*  (iS.,  198,  199 ;  HaUett 
agt.  JSaUetty  3  Paige^  16). 

In  this  case  the  chanceUor,  after  considering  the  exceptions 
to  the  general  rule  requiring  all  persons  interested  in  the 
controversy  to  be  made  parties  to  the  action,  adds  that  the 
exceptions  do  f^'  not  extend  to  those  cases  where  tibe  rights  of 
persons  not  before  the  court  are  so  inseparably  connected 
with  the  claims  of  the  parties  litigant  that  no  decree  can  be 
made  without  materially  affecting  the  rights  of  the  former" 
{Id.,  19). 

The  same  ruling  was  sustained  in  Chray  agt  Sohenek  (4 
Gom.y  460). 

And  it  seems  needless  to  add  that  the  present  case  is 
clearly  within  the  principle  maintained. 

The  defendant,  the  Atlantic  and  Pacific  Bailroad  Com- 
pany, has  a  direct  interest  in  requiring  the  presence  of  the 
Pacific  Bailroad  Company  of  Missouri. 

For  it  should  not  be  enjoined  from  paying  the  rent  reserved, 
without  at  the  same  time  having  its  covenant  to  pay  declared 
void.  .  And  that  cannot  be  done  in  the  present  state  of  the 
case.  The  rent  which  has  accrued  has  all  been  paid,  and 
before  the  next  installment  matures,  the  plaintiff  will  have 
an   abundant   opportunity  to  bring  his  action  in  proper 
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fram,  and  before  a  tribunal  having  complete  jarisdietion  over 
all  the  parties  to  the  controveray,  when  cmtiro  jnstioe  can  be 
administered. 
For  that  reason  no  necessitv  exists  for.  continninir  the 

The  motion  to  continoe  it  mnst  be  denied,  with  tan  dollars 
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others. 

The  Code  does  not  provide  f(xr  the  service  of  pieces^  upon  unknown  owners 
in  pofrtition  cases.  The  185th  section,  providing  for  publication,  so  far 
as  it  applies  to  unknown  parties,  is  conf ned  to  actions  for  the  f ore> 
closure  of  mortgages. 

The  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended,  will  apply,  and  are  continued  as  appli- 
cable to  partition  cases  by  the  448th  section  of  the  Code. 

The  Revised  Statutes  (voL  8,  p.  605)  and  the  act  of  1842  (p,  868)  prescribe 
the  requisite  notice  to  be  published  with  a  description  of  the  premises  to 
be  partitioned;  and  without  such  a  deseription  the  advertisement 
addressed  to  unknown  owners  is  an  idle  ceremony,  and  the  court  will 
not  obtain  jurisdiction  over  them. 

First  Department^  New  York  Genercd  Terfriy  Nov.,  1873. 

Before  Inqbaham^  P,  «/".,  Bbadt  a/nd  Fanoheb,  J  J. 

In  this  case  the  property  was  sold  in  partition.  The  par- 
chaser  refdsed  to  take  the  title  on  account  of  defects  in  the 
proceedings,  and  a  motion  was  made  at  the  special  term  to 
compel  the  purchaser  to  complete  the  purchase.  This  was 
denied,  and  the  plaintiffs  appealed. 

Ingbaham,  P,  J. — The  ground  of  objection  is  that  no 
jurisdiction  was  ever  acquired  over  those  of  the  heirs  of 
£[itchell  Bishop  and  Jesse  Bishop  whose  names  were  unknown. 
These  persons  were  described  in  the  complaint  as  "  the  legal 
representatives  of  KitcheU  Bishop  and  Jesse  Bishop,  deceased, 
whose  names  are  unknown  to  the  plaintiffi ;  and  there  was 
also  an  averment  that  their  names  and  places  of  residence 
were  wholly  imknown  to  the  plaintiffs,  and  they  cannot  ascer- 
tain the  same." 
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These  proceediDgs  were  taken  nnder  the  Code  by  an  order 
directing  a  publication  for  three  months  in  the  state  paper 
and  in  a  paper  published  in  New  York.  No  other  order  of 
publication  was  made. 

The  provision  of  the  135ih  section  of  the  Code,  which  is 
the  only  one  providing  for  publication^  does  not  aid  this  pro- 
ceeding. That  section,  so  far  as  it  applies  to  unknown  parties, 
is  confined  to  actions  for  the  foreclosure  of  mortgages,  and 
makes  no  provision  suitable  to  partition  cases,  nor  to  any 
other  action  where  the  parties  are  unknawn.  The  175th  sec- 
tion, which  provides  for  using  a  fictitious  name  where  the  real 
name  is  unknown,  was  not  followed  in  this  case ;  and  if  it  had 
been,  it  would  not  have  removed  the  difficulty.  I  think  it  is 
clear  that  the  Code  does  not  provide  for  such  a  case  as  the 
present  one. 

In  the  absence  of  any  other  legislation  in  the  Code,  the 
Bevised  Statutes,  as  amended,  will  apply,  and  are  continued 
as  applicable  to  partition  cases  by  the  448th  section  of  the 
Code. 

The  Bevised  Statutes,  third  volume,  page  605,  provided  as 
follows :  "  If  any  party  having  an  interest  in  the  property  is 
unknown,  the  service  may  be  by  publication  of  the  petition 
for  three  months,  and  the  fifteenth  section  directs  the  notice  to 
be  addressed  to  those  who  are  unknown,  having  or  claiming 
any  interest  in  the  premises.  The  act  of  1831,  page  362, 
altered  the  publication  by  requiring  a  description  of  the  pre- 
mises to  be  published,  and  notifying  all  persons  interested 
therein  to  appear. 

The  act  of  1842,  page  363,  altered  the  time  of  publication, 
but  did  not  change  the  character  of  ike  notice.  That  remains 
as  before  the  passage  of  the  act. 

It  is  not  pretended  that  any  such  notice  as  required  by 
either  of  these  statutes  was  published,  or  any  description  of 
the  premises  to  be  partitioned.  The  intent  of  the  statutes 
was  to  describe  the  property,  and  thereby  give  notice  to  any 
who  might  have  an  interest.    "Without  such  a  description  the 
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advertifiement  addressed  to  unknown  owners  would  be  an  idle 
ceremony  {see  EyaM  agt.  Pugdey^  23  Bari.j  803). 

There  was  no  jurisdiction  obtained  over  the  persons  who 
were  unknown,  and  the  purchase  should  be  relieved  from 
his  purchase. 

The  order  should  be  afiirmed. 

Bbady  and  Fanohsb,  JJ.,  concurred. 
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Abbaham  B.  Kain  agt.  Ghbistian  F.  Diceel. 

A  damuTtfr  cannot  be  stricken  out  as  sham. 

New  York  Swp&rior  Courts  Special  Term^  October, 
1873. 

Van  V0B8T,  J. — The  defendant  has  interposed  a  demurrer 
to  the  complaint.  The  ground  of  demurrer  is  that  the  com- 
plaint, as  appears  from  the  face  thereof,  does  not  state  facts 
sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action. 

The  plaintiff  now  moves  to  strike  out  the  demurrer  as 
sham. 

The  plaintiff  has  mistaken  his  remedy. 

Section  152  of  the  Code  provides  that  sham  and  irrelevant 
defenses  may  be  stricken  out  on  motion. 

A  demurrer  of  this  character  is  not  interposed  by  way  of 
defense.  It  concedes  the  allegations  of  the  complaint,  and 
substantially  claims  that  they  require  no  defense ;  that,  not- 
withstanding their  truthfulness,  they  give  the  plaintiff  no 
cause  of  action. 

Under  the  Code,  defenses  are  to  be  set  up  by  answer  (§  149, 
svMwision  2 ;  §  150,  latter  part  of  evidwiaian  2),  and  if  a 
defense,  so  set  up,  be  sham,  it  may  be  stricken  out  under 
section  152. 

A  defense  applies  to  any  facts  which  defeat  the  action 
wholly  or  partially  {Stewart  agt.  TramSy  10  ffow.y  148; 
Sbitghton  agt.  Tovmsendj  8  Haw.,  441 ;  Foland  agt.  John- 
S(m,  16  Ah\  235). 

If  there  is  no  just  ground  for  this  demurrer,  it  may  be 
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treated  as  frivolous,  and  the  plaintiff's  remedy  is  under  sea- 
tion  247  of  the  Code. 

He  may  move,  on  a  notice  of  five  days,  for  judgment 
thereon,  and  on  such  motion  the  sufficiency  of  the  pleading 
mj  be  determined. 

Motion  denied. 

Vol.  XLVI.  27 


tlO  NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 


Crawford  agt  Waters. 


SUPREME  COURT. 

Eliza  Crawfoed  agt.  Henbt  H.  Watebs,  receiver,  &c.,  of 

Jambs  K.  Spbait. 

In  order  tx>  entitle  a  lessee,  mortgagee  or  judgment  creditor  to  redeem  after 
the  landlord  has  recovered  possession  of  the  demised  premises  under  a 
warrant  of  dispossession  in  summary  proceedings  under  the  statute,  a 
payment  must  be  made  to  the  landlord  equal  to  all  the  rent  in  arrear  at 
that  time,  and  all  costs  and  charges  incurred  by  the  landlord.  Short  of 
this  no  redemption  of  the  forfeited  possession  can  be  effected. 

The  statute  does  not  proyide  that  such  required  pajrment  shall  be  reduced 
by  so  much  as  the  landlord  may  have  received  for  rents  or  other  income 
or  benefit,  during  the  period  of  the  landlord*s  possession,  subsequent  to 
the  execution  of  the  warrant. 

If  the  landlord  can  be  called  upon  to  account  for  the  rents  and  income 
received  from  the  premises  during  such  interregnum^  it  could  only  be 
done  after  a  redemption  under  the  statute  has  been  effected  and  the  lessee 
is  restored  to  the  benefits  of  the  lease  of  which  he  was  deprived  by  the 
dispossession  proceedhigs. 

But  any  act  done  by  the  landlord,  knowing  of  a  cause  of  forfeiture  by  his 
tenant,  affirming  the  existence  of  the  lease  and  recognizing  the  lessee  to 
be  his  tenant  is  a  waiver  of  such  forfeiture;  and  this  result  follows  with- 
out reference  to  the  amount  of  rent  received. 

If  any  part  of  the  rent  be  received  by  the  landlord  which  accrued  sub- 
sequent to  the  breach,  he  again  consents  to  and  establishes  the  tenancy 
which  it  was  competent  for  him  to  have  avoided.  But  after  the  landlord 
has  avoided  the  lease  by  a  judgment  the  effect  may  not  be  to  restore  the 
lease,  yet  it  is  a  parol  acknowledgment  of  the  tenancy. 

Where  the  landlord  received  and  retained  a  certain  sum  of  money  paid  on 
behalf  of  the  tenant  to  redeem  under  dispossessory  proceedings,  which 
gum  was  insufficient  for  that  purpose,  and  it  being  doubtful  whether 
some  or  aU  of  such  money  was  not  collected  as  rent  from  the  premises 
subsequent  to  the  dispossessory  proceedings  by  the  defiiulting  tenant, 
hMy  a  proper  case  for  a  reference  and  accounting. 
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NefiD  York  Special  Term^  November^  1873. 
AcnoN  by  plaiDtiff    and  for  an  injunction  to  restrain 
defendant  from  collecting  and  receiving  rents. 

Fanohsb^  J. — The  plaintiff,  in  summary  proceedings  to 
recover  possession  for  non-payment  of  rent,  was,  on  the 
27th  February,  1871,  put  in  possession  of  Noe.  28  and  30 
West  Broadway,  in  the  city  of  New  York,  in  pursuance  of  a 
warrant  issued  by  the  justice  of  the  eighth  judicial  district  of 
said  city. 

In  April  following  she  leased  a  portion  of  the  premises  to 
John  Terhune,  who  paid  rent  to  the  plaintiff  until  the  Ist  of 
September,  1871. 

The  defendant,  Henry  H,  Waters,  having,  in  proceedings 
supplementary  to  execution,  been  appointed  receiver  of  the 
property  of  James  K.  Spratt,  the  tenant  of  the  plaintiff, 
against  whom  the  dispossession  proceedings  were  prosecuted, 
brought  au  action  in  this  court  in  August,  1871,  to  regain 
possession  of  the  forfeited  premises,  claiming  the  right  to  be 
restored  to  the  benefits  of  the  lease  made  to  Spratt. 

That  action  was  tried  on  the  15th  February,  1872,  at  the 
New  York  special  term,  before  Hon.  Daniel  P.  Ingbahai^^, 
presiding  justice.  The  decision  in  that  action  was  to  the 
effect  that  the  receiver  had  failed  to  tender  to  the  lessors,  of 
to  the  officer  who  issued  the  warrant  of  dispossession,  already 
mentioned,  a  sufficient  sum  to  cover  the  rent  in  arrear,  and 
the  costs  and  charges  of  the  landlords ;  and  had  not,  there- 
fore, properly  redeemed  the  premises ;  was  not  entitled  to  be 
let  into  the  possession  thereof,  and  was  not  entitled  to  the 
injunction  restraining  the  collection  of  the  rents,  which,  at 
the  commencement  of  the  action,  he  had  obtained. 

During  the  existence  of  the  injunction  just  mentioned,  the 
receiver  went  to  the  tenants  of  the  premises,  and,  asserting 
his  authority  to  receive  the  rents,  succeeded  in  collecting  fromf 
Bome  of  the  tenants,  some  part  of  the  rents.  He  also  inst^ 
tnted  a  summary  proceeding  as  landlord,  against  said  John 
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Terhune,  as  tenant,  to  recover  possession  for  non-payment  of 
rent;  whereupon  the  plaintifiE,  claiming  to  be  the  rightfiil 
landlord  of  the  premises,  and  entitled,  as  against  Spratt  and 
the  receiver,  to  the  possession  thereof,  commenced  this  action, 
by  leave  of  the  court,  against  the  receiver,  and  applied  for 
an  injunction  to  restrain  his  interference  with  the  tenants  and 
rents  of  the  premises. 

The  summons  is  dated  on  the  24th  October,  1871,  and  the 
action  was  probably  commenced  on  or  about  that  day. 

Thereafter,  on  the  27th  day  of  February,  1 872,  the  defend- 
ant paid  to  the  justice  who  issued  the  above-mentioned  war- 
rant of  dispossession,  $1,300,  ^Mn  order  to  be  restored  to  the 
said  premises,  under  the  lease  of  the  same; '\aiid  thereupon 
he  verified  and  caused  to  be  served,  under  an  order  of  the 
court,  a  supplemental  answer,  setting  forth  such  payment  and 
alleging  that  the  ^^  sum  so  paid  exceeds  all  the  rent  due  and 
in  arrear,  and  the  costs  legally  and  properly  chargeable  against 
the  said  tenant,  and  interdi9t  thereon." 

This  supplemental  answer  alleges,  however,  that  the  whole 
amount  to  which  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  was  $2,337.15  for 
rent,  about  five  dollars  for  costs  and  some  interest  thereon ; 
and  '^  that  she  has  received  in  rents  and  profits  from  the  said 
premises  and  from  the  tenants  therein,  or  is  properly  charge- 
able with  the  receipt  of  $1,600,  or  about  that  sum,  and  from 
the  defendant  and  from  the  rents  aforesaid,  through  a  receiver 
in  this  action,  the  further  sum  of  $800,  and  the  {foresaid  sum 
of  $1,300,  making  in  the  whole  aggregate  $3,700  or  upwards." 

Under  the  original  and  supplemental  answer,  the  defendant 
claims  to  be  entitled  to  be  repaid  the  said  $1,300,  or  so  much 
thereof  as,  on  a  just  accounting,  shall  be  found  to  belong  to 
him,  and  to  have  the  complaint  dismissed.  The  supplemental 
answer  alleges  that  the  $1,300  were  paid  over  by  the  justice 
to  the  plaintiff,  and  sets  up  such  payment  by  way  of  oounte^ 
daim,  as  well  as  by  way  of  defense,  to  the  plaintiff's  cause  of 
action.  No  reply  to  the  supplemental  answer  has  been 
served. 
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•^^^ 


I  think  there  is  a  fatal  difficulty  in  the  supposed  defense  set 
forth  in  the  supplemental  answer  of  the  defendant,  so  far  as 
it  is  intended  to  allege  therein  a  redemption  under  the  statute. 

It  is  therein  stated  that  the  amount  to  which  the  plaintiff 
was  entitled  at  the  time  of  the  payment  to  the  justice  of  the 
$1,300,  was  $2,337.15  for  rent,  about  five  dollars  for  costs, 
and  some  interest 

The  payment  of  $1,300  could  not  satisfy  this  claim  of  more 
than  $2,300.  The  statute  (3  JS&v.  StaU.^  p.  840,  6  ed.)  reads 
as  follows : 

Section  54.  ^'  In  case  of  proceedings  under  the  second  sub- 
division of  section  twenty-eight,  title  ten,  chapter  eight  of  the 
third  part  of  the  Bevised  Statutes,  if  the  unexpired  term  of 
the  lease  under  which  the  premises  are  held  exceeds  five  years 
at  the  time  of  issuing  the  warrant  upon  such  proceedings,  the 
lessee,  his  assignees  or  personal  representatives  may,  at  any 
time  within  one  year  after  possession  of  the  demised  premises 
shall  have  been  delivered  to  the  landlord,  pay  or  tender  to 
the  lessor,  his  representatives  or  attorney,  or  to  the  officer 
who  issued  the  warrant,  all  rent  in  arrear  to  the  time  of  such 
payment  or  tender,  and  all  costs  and  charges  incurred  by  the 
landlord ;  and,  in  such  case,  the  premises  shall  be  restored  to 
the  lessee,  who  shall  hold  and  enjoy  the  same  without  any 
new  lease  thereof,  according  to  the  terms  of  the  original 
demise^  and  any  mortgagee  of  the  lease,  or  any  part  thereof, 
who  shall  not  be  in  possession  of  the  demised  premises,  or 
any  judgment  creditor  of  the  lessee  who  shall,  within  one  year 
after  the  execution  of  such  warrant,  pay  all  rent  in  arrear,  all 
costs  and  charges  as  aforesaid,  and  perform  all  the  agreements 
which  onght  to  be  performed  by  the  first  lessee,  shall  not  be 
affected  by  such  recovery ;  and  such  judgment  creditor  may 
file  a  suggestion  of  such  payment  upon  the  record,  and  may 
issue  execution  for  the  amount  of  the  original  judgment  and 
of  such  payment.'*     {Laws  of  1842,  chap,  240,  §  1.) 

The  requirements  of  this  statute  were  not  complied  with 
by  the  defendant  when  he  made  payment,  to  the  officer  who 


814  NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 

Crawford  agt  Waters. 

iBSued  the  warrant,  of  only  $1,300.  The  payment  should 
have  been  equal  to  all  rent  in  arrear  at  that  time,  and  all  costs 
and  charges  incurred  by  the  landlord.  No  redemption  of  the 
forfeited  possession  could  be  effected  under  the  section  of  the 
statute  already  quoted,  by  anything  less  than  the  payment  ot 
all  the  rent  in  arrear  and  the  costs  and  charges. 

The  statute  does  not  provide  that  such  required  payment 
shall  be  reduced  by  so  much  as  the  landlord  may  have  received 
for  rents  or  other  income  or  benefit,  during  the  period  of  the 
landlord's  possession,  subsequent  to  the  execution  of  the  war- 
rant. If  the  landlord  can  be  called  on  to  account  for  the 
rents  and  income  received  from  the  premises  during  such 
mterregnv/niy  it  could  only  be  done  after  a  redemption  under 
the  statute  has  been  effected,  and  the  lessee  is  restored  to  the 
benefits  of  the  lease  of  which  he  was  deprived  by  the  dispos- 
session proceedings. 

But  it  is  claimed  that  equity  will  relieve  a  tenant  from 
the  forfeiture  of  a  lease  in  all  cases  where  it  has  been  incurred 
by  the  neglect  to  pay  a  sum  of  money,  which,  with  the  inter- 
est thereon,  can  be  calculated  with  certainty,  so  that  by  the 
payment  of  the  same  the  landlord  can  be  fully  compensated. 
This,  no  doubt,  is  the  rule,  in  equity,  independent  of  the  stat- 
ute, and  it  is  a  rule  which  has  been  frequently  applied  {Jack- 
son agt.  Brovmson^  7  Johia.  li.,  235 ;  Ndson  agt.  Carring- 
toriy  4  Jfunf.  JS.]  333 ;  Bracebridge  agt.  Bucldey^  2  Price 
JS.J  200 ;  Coming  agt  Beach^  26  Sow.  Fr.  R.,  289). 

The  latter  case  went  so  far  as  to  adjudge  that  a  judgment 
creditor  of  the  tenant  may  have  an  action  for  relief  in  equity, 
after  re-entry,  f9r  non-payment  of  rent  under  an  execution  in 
ejectment,  and  that  the  leasehold  interest  be  sold  for  his  bene- 
fit, provision  being  made  for  compensation  and  indemnity  to 
the  landlord.  Courts  of  equity  exercised  the  power  of  reliev- 
ing against  forfeiture  after  judgment  in  ejectment  had  been 
executed.  Our  statute,  in  such  a  case  (2  R.  S.,  606,  §  331), 
practically  restricted  this  power,  so  that  it  could  not  be  exe^ 
cised  unless  the  action  for  relief  was  brought  within  six 
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months  after  possesBion  was  taken  by  ike  landlord  nnder  the 
judgment  and  execation  awarding  a  reentry.  This,  how- 
erer,  is  not  such  a  case. 

No  ejectment  was  brought  nor  judgment  or  execution  in 
ejectment  had.  The  plaintiff  took  possession  under  a  warrant 
issued  by  a  magistrate  under  the  provisions  of  our  statutes 
relative  to  summary  proceedings  to  recover  the  possession  of 
land,  and  the  question  is,  what  is  the  effect  of  a  re-entry  under 
such  a  warrant? 

The  statute  reads  as  follows :  '^  §  43.  Whenever  a  war- 
rant shall  be  issued  as  aforesaid  by  any  such  magistrate  for 
the  removal  of  any  tenant  from  any  demised  premises,  the 
contract  or  agreement  for  the  use  of  the  premises,  if  any  such 
exists,  and  the  relation  of  landlord  and  tenant  between  the 
parties,  shall  be  deemed  to  be  canceled  and  annulled  "  (3  R. 
S.y  5t/i,  ed.y  p.  838).  It  was  held  in  Hwsdale  agt.  White  (6 
HiUy  508)  that  this  statutory  annulment  operated  only  from 
the  time  when  the  warrant  issues,  leaving  the  contract  to  its 
full  effect  previous  to  that  time.  It  does  not  follow,  there- 
fore, that  enforcing  a  forfeiture  in  such  a  manner  extinguishes 
the  lease  totally,  nor  does  it  deprive  the  landlord  of  an  action 
for  rent  due  nnder  the  lease,  which  accrued  prior  to  the  issu- 
ing of  the  warrant.  And  if  any  part  of  a  quarter  or  term  had 
passed  while  the  tenant  was  in  possession,  the  rent  for  which 
had  not  become  due  and  payable  when  the  warrant  issued, 
the  kndlord  could  maintain  an  action  against  the  tenant  as  a 
trespasser,  and  recover  by  way  of  damages  a  sum  proportionate 
to  the  rent  for  such  time  {Id.yp.  611).  So  it  appears  there  is 
not  a  total  obliteration  of  the  lease  nor  of  the  relation  of  the 
parties  as  landlord  and  tenant  except  for  the  time  subsequent 
to  the  issuing  of  the  warrant,  and  even  for  such  subsequent 
time  there  is  an  opportunity  for  the  lessee,  his  assigns  or 
representatives,  or  his  judgment  creditor,  under  chapter  240  of 
the  Laws  of  1842  {see  8  JS.  /S.,  6th  ed.^  p.  841)  to  redeem  the  for- 
feiture and  to  have  the  premises  restored  to  the  lessee  thereof^ 
^  who  shall  hold  and  enjoy  the  same  without  any  new  leasee 
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according  to  the  terms  of  the  original  demise,"  provided  pay- 
ment or  tender  be  made  as  required  by  the  statute  within  one 
year,  and  it  be  a  case  where  the  unexpired  term  of  the  lease 
exceeds  five  yeare  from  the  issuing  of  the  warrant. 

Whether  the  effect  of  the  statute  permitting  such  redemp 
tion  has  any  further  extent  in  abridging  the  power  of  a  com*t 
of  equity  than  to  limit  the  time  within  which  the  tenant  must 
apply  by  action  fur  relief  from  the  forfeiture  to  the  period  of 
one  year  from  the  issuing  of  the  warrant  is  a  doubtful  question. 
But  it  does  not  seem  necessary  to  determine  that  question  in 
this  action. 

It  appears  in  this  case  that  the  defendant,  who  as  receiver 
represents  the  judgment  creditors  of  Spratt,  the  tenant  of  the 
plaintiff,  undertook  bona  fids  to  redeem  the  demised  premises 
under  the  statute,  but  made  a  mistake  as  to  the  amount  which 
it  was  necessary  to  pay  or  tender  in  order  to  effect  such 
redemption.  The  $1,300  which  he  paid  was  too  small  a  sum, 
and  was  not  equal  to  the  rent  in  arrear  due  the  plaintiff  as 
landlord  under  the  lease. 

Still,  it  is  alleged,  in  the  supplemental  answer,  that  said 
$1,300,  paid  by  the  defendant  to  the  magistrate  who  issued  the 
warrant,  was  paid  over  by  him  to  the  plaintiff,  and  '^  that  she 
received  and  has  retained  a/ad  kept  the  eame.^^ 

Kow,  what  is  the  effect  of  receiving  this  money  if  it  was 
rent  which  accrued  since  the  re-entry  ?  Did  it  waive  the 
judgment  of  forfeiture  ?  It  is  well  settled  that  ^^  any  act  done 
by  a  landlord,  knowing  of  a  cause  of  forfeiture  by  his  tenant, 
affirming  the  existence  of  the  lease,  and  recognizing  the  lessee 
as  his  tenant,  is  a  waiver  of  such  forfeiture''  (1  William 
SoAmderSy  287 ;  2  Piatt  an  Leasee^  471 ;  1  Wash,  on  Real 
Property y  454 ;  Taylor*8  Lamd.  and  Ten,y  §  497 ;  Ireland  agt. 
ITieholSy  46  Jf.  T.  Rep.,  416). 

This  result  follows  without  reference  to  the  amount  of  rent 
yeceived.  If  any  part  of  the  rent  be  received  by  the  land- 
lord which  accmed  subsequent  to  the  breach,  he  again  con- 
sents to  and  establishes  tenancy,  which  it  was  competent  for 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.  217 

Crawford  agt  Waters. 

Um  to^haye  avoided.  But  after  the  landlord  has  avoided  the 
lease  by  a  judgment,  the  effect  may  not  be  to  restore  the 
lease,  yet  I  think  it  is  a  parol  acknowledgment  of  a  tenancy. 

What  could  be  the  intention  of  the  plaintiff  in  receiving  the 
$1,300  as  rent,  except  to  acknowledge  a  tenancy  ?  She  conld 
not  claim  the  possession  of  the  pi*emises  under  her  re-entry, 
and  receive  rent  therefor  from  a  tenant  or  his  representative, 
for  the  same  time.  If  a  tenancy  was  thereby  created,  such 
tenancy,  by  parol,  would,  under  our  statute,  expire  on  the 
ensuing  first  day  of  May. 

There  is  an  all^ation  in  the  complaint  that  the  defendant 
received  some  rents  from  the  sub-tenants  for  the  month  of 
September,  subsequent  to  his  appointment ;  and  it  is  possible 
that  the  $1,300  paid  by  him  were  the  rents  thus  received. 
K  that  be  so,  the  plaintiff  may  have  thought  she  was  receiving 
only  what  was  her  due  under  the  prior  tenancy,  and  may  not 
have  intended  a  new  tenancy,  nor  to  accept  anything  as  from 
the  dispossessed  tenant,  or  any  one  representing  him,  for  rent 
accruing  subsequent  to  the  warrant  in  the  summary  proceed- 
ings. 

This  can  only  be  determined  by  an  accounting,  for  which 
purpose  there  should  be  a  reference.  The  order  of  reference 
should  provide  for  an  account  to  be  taken  of  all  sums,  and 
interest,  which  have  accrued  and  become  due  to  the  plaintiff 
under  her  lease  to  Spratt ;  also  of  all  sums  received  by  her 
from  the  tenants,  as  well  as  from  the  defendant ;  and,  on  the 
coming  in  of  the  report  of  the  referee,  stating  the  account, 
Bnch  further  order  or  judgment  can  be  made  as  shall  be 
proper. 

Vol.  XLVI  28 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

John  J.  Detwillbb  agt.  Thb  Matob,  &o.)  of  the  Grrr  or 

New  York. 

A  valid  contract  may  be  made  by  city  authorities  for  the  purchase  of 
fire-works  of  over  $260  in  amount,  for  celebration  purposes,  wiUioat 
advertising  for  bids  therefor. 

It  is  not  a  valid  objection  to  the  payment  of  such  a  claim  against  the  city 
that  there  is  no  money  in  the  treasury  applicable  thereto  and  appropri- 
ated therefor,  because: 

lAt  The  expenditure  was  not  incurred  by  any  head  of  a  department  or 
any  officer  of  the  city  government ;  it  was  entirely  independent  of  either, 
and  did  not,  therefore,  come  within  the  provisions  of  section  28  of  tlie 
charter  of  1857 ; 

2d.  The  objection  of  a  want  of  appropriation  is  answered  by  the  resolution 
of  the  common  council,  which  appropriated  for  this  purpose  the  sum  of 
180,000;  and  the  plaintiff  was  not  boihd  to  inquire  further  than  to  see 
that  the  appropriation  was  duly  made. 

First  Department^  New  York  General  Term,  June,  1873. 

Before  Inobaham^  P.  J.y  Bbadt  and  Fancheb,  JJ. 

This  action  was  brought  to  recover  for  fire-works  famished 
to  the  defendants  on  the  4th  July,  1869.  There  was  no  epe- 
cific  contract  for  the  price  to  be  paid,  but  a  resolution  was 
passed  by  the  common  council  and  approved  by  the  mayor 
16th  June,  1869,  appointing  a  special  committee  to  make 
arrangements  to  celebrate  the  anniversary  of  American  Inde- 
pendence, and  appropriating  $30,000  to  pay  the  expenses,  to 
be  taken  from  the  appropriation  for  city  contingendes* 
Under  this  resolution  the  committee  authorized  the  firm  of 
Lilliendahl  &  Co.  to  furnish  $22,000  worth  of  fire-works  for 
the .  purpose  therein  mentioned.  The  proof  shows  the 
delivery  of  the  fire-works  and  their  value  to  be  $22,000.   The 
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defense  was  based  upon  the  statutory  prohibitions  as  to  con- 
tracts and  the  expenditures  of  money  without  appropriations, 
which  will  be  noticed  more  particularly  hereafter.  Thej  were 
fieverally  overruled  upon  the  trial,  and  the  jury  rendered  a 
verdict  for  the  plaintiff.    The  defendants  appealed. 

Sdcok  STSRNB^yor  plaintiff. 
D.  J.  Deak,  for  defendcmU. 

Inoraham,  p.  J, — Under  ordinary  circumstances  the  proof 
on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  was  amply  sufficient  to  establish 
a  good  cause  of  action  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  who  was  the 
assignee  of  Lilliendahl  &  Go.  for  whatever  was  shown  to  be 
the  value  of  the  articles  furnished  under  the  authority  of  the 
committee. 

The  defendants  moved  for  a  dismissal  of  the  complaint  on 
the  following  grounds : 

1st.  That  the  amount  involved  exceeded  $250,  and  should, 
therefore,  have  been  done  by  contract  after  reception  of  bids 
therefor. 

'  2d.  That  there  was  no  money  in  the  treasury  applicable  to 
the  plaintiff 's  daim. 

These  were  overruled. 

It  was  also  objected  that  the  resolution  was  not  duly  pub- 
lished, and  that  no  sufficient  appropriation  had  been  made, 
as  required  by  the  charter  of  1857  and  by  the  statute  of  1866. 

As  to  the  first  objection,  it  seems  to  be  sufficient  to  say 
that  this  contract  was  for  articles  of  a  peculiar  character, 
depending  entirely  on  the  skill  of  the  manufacturer,  and  for 
which  a  general  advertisement  for  proposals  could  not  well 
be  made.  The  same  principles  which  sanctioned  the  contract 
in  the  case  of  the  Harlem  Gas  Company  would  be  applicable 
here,  and  would  warrant  the  making  of  this  contract  without 
receiving  bids  to  do  the  work. 

As  to  the  second  objection,  that  there  was  no  money  in  the 
treasury  applicable  to  the  payment  of  this  claim,  in  pursuance 
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of  the  act  of  1860;  in  Quinn  agt  The  MayoTj  <&c,,  this 
section  was  held  to  be  only  operative  as  to  the  year  for  which 
it  was  passed,  and  that  it  did  not  apply  subsequently.  This 
case  was  affirmed  in  general  term  and  in  the  court  of  appeals. 

The  next  objection  is,  that  the  resolution  under  which 
these  articles  were  furnished  to  the  city  was  not  advertised, 
in  pursuance  of  section  7  of  the  charter  of  1857. 

That  section  only  applies  to  resolutions  and  reports  of  com- 
mittees which  recommend  any  specific  improvement  involving 
the  appropriation  of  public  moneys,  or  the  taxing  or  assess- 
ing the  citizens  of  the  city.  The  present  resolution  is  not 
within  the  terms  used  in  this  section.  It  does  not  recom- 
mend any  specific  improvement,  nor  does  it  tax  or  assess  the 
citizens  of  the  city. 

That  section  was  intended  to  apply  to  proceediugs  affect- 
ing the  real  estate  of  the  city,  such  as  improving  the  streets 
or  squares  and  to  similar  improvements,  which  were  to  be 
paid  for  by  an  appropriation  of  public  money  or  by  assess- 
ment upon  the  property  of  individuals.  It  does  not  apply  to 
an  article  purchased  for  the  city  under  a  resolution  passed  by 
the  common  council. 

The  remaining  objection  is  that  there  was  no  proof  that 
there  was  money  in  the  treasury,  applicable  to  the  payment 
of  this  claim,  which  had  been  appropriated  therefor. 

The  words  of  the  twenty-eighth  section  of  the  charter  of 
1857  are:  "No  expense  shall  be  incurred  by  any  of  the 
departments  or  officers  thereof,  whether  the  object  of  expen- 
diture shall  have  been  ordered  by  the  common  council  or 
not,  unless  an  appropriation  shall  have  been  previously  made 
covering  such  expense." 

It  is  clear  that  this  expenditure  was  not  incurred  by  any 
head  of  a  department  or  any  officer  of  the  city.  It  was 
incurred  by  a  committee  of  the  two  boards  under  a  resolu- 
tion of  the  common  council.  It  was  entirely  independent  of 
any  department  or  of  any  officer  of  the  city  government 
As  such  it  does  not  come  within  the  provisions  of  the  sec- 
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tion,  nor  was  anything  therein  applicable  to  the  claim  now  in 
controversy. 

The  objection  that  there  was  no  appropriation  for  this 
expenditure  is  answered  by  the  resolution  itself,  which  appro- 
priates the  sum  of  $30,000  for  the  purposes  contemplated  in 
the  resolution.  It  is  true  that  it  directs  the  same  to  be  taken 
from  that  of  county  contingencies,  but  I  do  not  think  it  was 
the  duty  of  the  plaintiff  to  inquire  further  than  to  see  if  the 
appropriation  was  duly  made.  He  was  not  bound  to  go 
further  and  examine  the  books  to  ascertain  how  much  of  that 
appropriation  remained  unexpended.  That  reference  to  the 
source  from  which  the  money  was  to  be  obtained  was  merely 
directory,  and  as  such  did  not  affect  the  right  of  the  plaintiff 
to  be  paid  for  the  goods  furnished. 

There  was  no  error  on  the  trial  for  which  the  judgment 
should  be  reversed. 

Judgment  a£Srmed,  with  costs. 

Bbadt,  J.,  concurred. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

William  A.  Oilbebt,  assignee  of  the  estate  and  effects  of 
Ctbub  a.  Furman,  a  bankrapt,  agt.  Gsobob  Gbawfobd 
ei  al. 

This  court  has  Jorisdictioii  of  an  action  brought  by  an  tutiffnM  in  bank- 
rupiey,  to  recover  money  and  property  from  the  defendants  alleged  to 
have  been  previously  conveyed  to  them  by  the  bankrupt  in  fraud  of  the 
act  of  bankruptcy,  passed  by  congress,  March  2,  1867. 

Jeferson  Special  Term,  September  5, 1872. 

Thb  plaintiff  alleges  his  appointment  under  the  act  of  con- 
gress, entitled  ^^An  act  to  establish  a  nniform  system  of  bank- 
ruptcy throughout  the  United  States,''  approved  March  2d, 
1867,  and  the  execution  of  an  instrument  by  a  register  in  bank- 
ruptcy conveying  all  of  the  estate  of  the  bankrupt,  the  7th 
of  December,  1871,  to  the  plaintiff. 

That  prior  to  the  adjudication  of  bankruptcy,  and  in  con- 
templation thereof,  the  bankrupt  conveyed  certain  property 
to  the  defendants,  and  made  certain  payments  to  them  as 
creditors,  in  fraud  of  the  said  act  and  with  intent  to  hinder, 
delay  and  defraud  the  other  creditors  of  the  bankrupt,  a 
demand  of  the  defendants  by  the  plaintiff  of  such  property, 
and  a  payment  of  the  moneys  and  a  refusal  by  the  defendants, 
and  then  the  complaint  asks  for  judgment  against  the  defend- 
ants for  the  same,  or  its  value. 

The  defendants  demurred  to  the  complaint,  as  follows : 

1.  That  said  complaint  does  not  state  facts  sufficient  to 
constitute  a  cause  of  action. 

2.  That  the  court  in  which  such  action  is  brought  has  no 
jurisdiction  of  the  subject-matter  set  forth  in  the  complaint 
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A.  J.  Bbown  and  M.  H.  lAx&wrs^forplomUiff, 
TJucAir,  Lazzam  &  Bbmhinqtok,  and  P.  0.  Williams^ 
for  defendants. 

Hardin,  J. — ^By  the  proceedings  in  bankruptcy,  and  the 
execntion  of  the  instrnment  alleged  by  the  register  in  bank- 
mptcy,  the  plaintiff  took  title  to  all  the  property  and  effects, 
not  exempt  by  law,  which  belonged  to  the  insolvent  at  the 
time  of  the  commencement  of  the  proceedings  {See  section 
14  of  act  of  oongreee). 

The  foarteenth  section  authorizes  the  assignee  to  sne  for 
and  recover  the  estate  and  assets  of  the  bankmpt. 

If  the  transfer  of  property  and  payment  of  money  alleged 
in  the  complaint  were  void,  then  no  title  passed  to  the  defend- 
ants and  the  same  belonged  to  the  bankmpt  at  the  time  of 
the  appointment  of  the  plaintiff,  and  passed  to  him  in  virtue 
of  the  proceedings  and  appointment  (2  B.  R.y  131, 82 ;  6  AUen, 
292 ;  15  Penn.j  385 ;  2  If.  BL,  451,  308 ;  35  Pefin.y  308 ; 
SS.<&  Jtf.y  703 ;  10  Met,  583 ;  101  Mass.,  109.) 

The  court  has  jurisdiction  over  the  subject-matter  of  this 
action,  unless  some  provision  of  the  act  in  question  has  con- 
ferred it  exclusively  upon  some  other  tribunal,  or  by  express 
provision  prohibited  this  court  from  taking  cognizance  of 
actions  in  behalf  of  assignees  in  bankruptcy. 

It  is  insisted  by  the  learned  counsel  for  the  defendants  that 
this  court  has  no  jurisdiction  of  the  subject-matter,  and  can- 
not affofd  the  relief  asked  for  by  the  plaintiff's  complaint. 

As  already  observed,  the  action  is  to  recover  both  property 
and  money  which  belonged,  by  reason  of  the  bankrupt's  fraud, 
to  him  at  the  time  of  the  plaintiff's  appointment. 

The  plaintiff  having  the  legal  title  to  the  cause  of  action, 
it  is  now  insisted  he  shall  have  no  relief  in  this  court,  because 
no  express  words  are  found  in  the  act  conferring  upon  a  state 
court  jurisdiction,  and  because  jurisdiction  is  conferred  upon 
the  United  States  district  court  and  the  several  circuit  courts 
(£  the  United  States. 
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Section  one  of  the  act  confers  jurisdiction  upon  the  district 
courts  in  these  words,  viz. :  ^^  Thej  shall  have  original  juris- 
diction in  their  respective  districts  in  all  matters  and  proceed- 
ings in  bankruptcy ;  and  they  are  hereby  authorized  to  hear 
and  adjudicate  upon  the  same  according  to  the  provisions  of 
this  act." 

Section  two  of  the  act  provides,  "  That  the  several  circuit 
courts  of  the  United  States,  within  and  for  the  district  where 
the  proceedings  in  bankruptcy  shall  be  pending,  shall  have  a 
general  superintendence  and  jurisdiction  of  all  cases  and  ques- 
tions arising  under  this  act,  and,  except  when  special  provision 
is  otherwise  made,  may,  upon  biD,  petition  or  other  proper 
process  of  any  party  aggrieved,  hear  and  determine  the  case  as 
a  court  of  equity." 

It  will  be  observed  that,  as  to  both  courts,  the  words  are 
general  and  permissive  in  their  character.  There  are  no  words 
conferring  on  either  or  both  exdusvoe  jurisdiction.  In  the 
case  of  Dvdley  agt.  Mahew  (3  Conuftoch^  9)  it  was  resolved 
that  state  courts  have  no  jurisdiction  over  patent  cases ;  bat 
it  was  shown  in  the  very  able  opinion  of  Stbong,  J.,  that  the 
act  of  congress,  by  its  very  terms,  conferred  exclusive  juris- 
diction upon  the  United  States  courts  to  enforce  its  provisions. 

It  contained  provisions  which  could  only  be  enforced  by 
such  courts,  and  that  act  was  the  foundation  of  the  rights. 
The  power  to  issue  injunctions  was  given,  to  be  exercised 
upon  Buch  tenns  and  conditions  as  such  courto  may  deem 
reasonable. 

That  case  is  not  an  authority  controlling  the  question  here 
presented.  The  acts  are  quite  dissimilar  in  their  provisions. 
That  the  congress  did  not  intend  to  confer  exclusive  jurisdic- 
tion upon  the  district  and  circuit  courts  of  the  United  States, 
is  favored  by  the  provision  found  in  the  latter  part  of  the 
second  section  of  the  act  under  consideration. 

It  is  enacted  '^  That  no  suit  at  law  or  in  equity  shall,  in 
any  case,  be  maintainable  by  or  against  such  assignee,  or  by 
or  against  any  person  claiming  an  adverse  interest  touching 
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the  property  and  rights  of  property  aforeeaid,  in  any  court 
whaUoever,  unless  the  same  shall  be  brought  within  two  years 
from  the  time  the  cause  of,  accrued  for  or  against  such 
assignee." 

Had  the  intention  of  the  originators  of  the  act  been  to 
confer  exclusive  jurisdiction  upon  the  district  and  circuit 
courts,  why  use  the  words  "  in  any  court  whatsoever,"  in  the 
provision  quoted } 

By  section  16  of  the  act,  it  is  provided  that  the  assignee 
shall  have  the  like  remedy  to  recover  all  said  estate,  debts 
and  effects,  in  his  own  name,  as  the  debtor  might  have  had, 
^  *  *  and  if  an  action  is  pending  in  the  name  of  the 
debtor  for  the  recovery  of  a  debt  or  other  thing  which  might 
or  ought  to  pass  to  the  assignee,  the  assignee  shall  be 
admitted  to  prosecute  the  action  in  his  own  name  in  like 
manner  and  with  effect  as  if  it  had  been  originally  com- 
menced by  him. 

In  none  of  those  provisions  can  any  language  be  found 
which  prohibits  the  assignee  from  entering  any  tribunal  hav- 
ing original  jurisdiction  over  the  subject-matter  and  parties. 

The  language  conferring  the  remedy  by  action  is  broad  and 
unrestricted.  No  provision  is  to  hefov/nd  im,  the  act  d&priAy 
ing  this  oovH  oi  jurisdiction  in  cases  where  the  assignee  has 
a  right  to  sue  and  recover.  It  does  not  lie  in  the  mouth  of 
these  defendants  to  say,  true,  we  have  the  property  of  the 
bankrupt  or  his  assignee,  but  we  will  only  respond  in  the 
court  appointing  the  assignee. 

This  court,  has  in  numerous  cases,  allowed  assignees  in  bank- 
ruptcy to  maintain  actions  of  this  character  under  the  several 
laws  of  bankruptcy  (1  Johnson^  370 ;  3  Sancff.  Chj/.,  527 ; 
3  Alby.  La/w  Jowr.^  290  /  opinion  hy  Dwight,  J. ;  5  John.y 
412 ;  2  Lans.y  377 ;  8.  C,  47  if.  7".,  261 ;  OUb&rt  agt. 
Priesty  MS.  opinion  hy  Dooltitle,  J.). 

The  defendants'  learned  counsel  asserts  that  ^^  state  courts 
are  not  amenable  to  congress,  and  that  the  state  sovereignty 
may  at  any  time  deny  the  use  of  its  tribunals  to  enter  law- 
VoL.  XLVI  29 
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suits  in  favor  of  assignees  in  bankruptcy,  and  neither  con- 
gress nor  federal  conrts  could  prevent  it."  Suffice  it  to  say, 
no  such  denial  has  been  made  by  this  state  in  its  sovereignty, 
nor  has  there  been  found  any  good  reason  or  pressing  neoee* 
sity  for  such  denial. 

A  more  wholesome  doctrine  than  that  of  the  counsel  is 
expressed  by  Pbokham,  J.,  in  MidcU^>rooh  agt  JBroadbeni 
(47  -flT.  T.y  448).  He  says :  "  State  courts  have  jurisdiction 
of  all  legal  questions  not  forbidden  by  the  constitutioD  and 
by  the  laws  of  the  United  States,  passed  in  pursuance  of  its 
authority.  But  the  courts  of  the  XJniJ»d  States  have  cogni- 
zanoe  of  such  matters  only  as  are  given  by  the  constitution 
and  by  the  acts  of  congress  passed  under  its  authority." 

The  defendants'  demurrer  must  be  overruled,  with  liberty 
to  answer  within  twenty  days  upon  payment  of  costs. 

NoTBi— The  forgoing  opinion  is  very  ably  and  satisfactorily  indoiwd 
by  the  court  of  appeals  in  the  case  of  Oook  at^  WMppls  et  al,^  a  note  of 
-which  has  recently  been  pablished  in  the  Albany  Law  Jaurnal^  as  Mows: 
**  Jurisdiction  of  state  court  at  suit  of  assignee  in  bankroptcy.— This 
action  was  brought  in  the  supreme  court  of  this  state  by  plaintiff;  as 
assignee  in  bankruptcy  of  C,  to  recover  mon^  and  property  alleged  to 
have  been  transferred  to  and  converted  by  defendants  with  the  yiew  of 
preventing  its  coming  to  the  assignee.  Defendants  insisted  that  the 
supreme  court  had  no  Jurisdiction,  and  hence  the  complaint  should  be 
dismissed.  Edd,  That  the  supreme  court  has,  under  the  constitation  and 
laws  of  this  state,  Jurisdiction  of  aU  cases  in  law  and  equity,  and  there 
being  nothing  in  the  bankruptcy  acts  limiting  such  Jurisdiction,  plaintiff, 
as  assignee  of  C,  had  a  right  to  bring  an  action,  either  legal  or  equitable, 
in  that  court,  to  recover  the  property  of  the  bankrupt  The  state  ooorts 
have  concurrent  Jurisdiction  with  the  United  States  courts  in  sudi  action. 
Ophiion  by  Gbovbb,  J."— Rep. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

Thb  Pboplb  ex  rd.  The  Bboadwat  Astd  Sevbiith  Avbnxtb 
Railboad  Oompant  agt.  Thb  Goioobsionbbs  of  Taxes  and 

AsSEBSMEliTB  IN  THE  ChTY  OF  NeW  YoBK. 

The  Same  ex  rd.  Sixth  Avenue  Railroad  Company  agt. 

The  Same. 

The  Same  ex  rd.  SkooND  Avenue  Railboad  Company  agt. 

The  Same. 

The  Same  ex  rd.  Bleeoxeb  Stbeet  Railboad  Company  agt. 

The  Same. 

The  Same  ex  rd.  The  Dby  Dook  Railboad  Company  agt. 

The  Same. 

The  commiflsioners  of  taxes  and  assessments  in  the  city  of  New  York,  in 
estimating  the  value  of  the  oapiUd  stock  of  the  cUy  raOflroad  corporatioiUy 
should  d^uct  from  the  aetwU  value  of  such  stock: 

Ist  The  assessed  value  of  its  real  estate.  2.  The  value  of  United  States 
stock  owned  by  it.  8.  The  value  of  stock  in  other  corporaticms  owned 
by  it 

After  these  deductions  are  made  the  provisions  of  the  statutes  directing 
special  deductions  are  complied  with,  and  it  becomes  the  duty  of  the 
commissioners  to  return  the  balance  of  the  value  of  the  capital  stock, 
subject  to  assessment 

The  mode  by  which  the  commissionerB  are  to  arrive  at  the  achuU  wUue  of 
the  capital  stock  is  not  pointed  out  in  the  statutes,  and  the  same  must 
be  left  to  the  discretion  of  the  commisrioners ;  but  they  may  not  disre- 
gard any  legal  rules,  and  adopt  principles  erroneous  in  law,  and  where 
they  do  that  their  action  in  fixing  such  value  is  subject  to  review. 
Beyond  that  the  court  will  not  interfere  with  such  valuation. 

In  ascertaining  such  value  the  commissioners  cannot  disregard  the  fiict  of 
inMUdneu.  It  enters  as  much  into  the  value  of  the  stock  as  it  does  in 
the  assessment  of  the  personal  estate  of  an  individual    The  ci4>ital 
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stock  should  be  valaed  at  what  it  is  actaally  worth.  In  ascertaining 
such  yalue  the  amount  of  the  indebtedness  of  the  company  must  enter 
into  the  estimate. 
After  making  due  allowance  for  the  indebtedness  of  the  corporation  as 
diminishing  the  value  of  its  capital  stock,  then  the  estimate  of  the  com- 
missioners will  be  eanehmWf  and  with  it  the  court  should  not  interfere, 
as  no  further  deduction  of  its  valuation  can  be  legally  made. 

Iftr8t  Department^  Nem  York  General  Term^  Decemlery 
1878. 

Before  Ikgbaham,  P.  J.y  Fanoheb  amd  Brady,  JJ. 

Cbbtiorabi  to  the  commissioners  of  taxes  and  assessments 
of  the  city  and  county  of  New  York, 

Ikgbaham,  P,  J, — The  question  submitted  to  the  general 
term  in  these  cases  is  whether  the  commissioners  of  taxes 
and  assessments,  in  estimating  the  value  of  the  capital  stock 
of  these  corporations,  should  deduct  from  such  valuation  the 
amount  of  their  indebtedness  ? 

This  question  arises  upon  that  provision  of  the  statute  of 
1857,  volume  2,  page  1,  which  says :  "  The  capital  stock  of 
everj  company  liable  to  taxation,  except  such  part  of  it  as 
shall  have  been  excepted  in  the  assessment  roll,  or  as  shall 
have  been  exempted  by  law,  together  with  its  surplus  profits 
or  reserved  funds  exceeding  ten  per  eent  of  its  capital,  after 
deducting  the  assessed  value  of  its  real  estate,  and  all  shares 
of  stocks  in  other  corporations  actually  owned  by  the  said 
company  which  are  taxable  upon  their  capital  stock  under  the 
laws  of  this  state,  shall  be  assessed  at  its  actual  value,  and 
taxed  in  the  same  manner  as  the  other  personal  and  real 
estate  of  the  county." 

In  making  this  assessment  the  commissioners  valued  the 
capital  stock  at  its  actual  value,  deducted  therefrom  the  value 
or  cost  price  of  the  real  estate,  returned  the  balance  as  the 
sum  in  which  the  company  should  be  assessed,  and  refused  to 
deduct  the  amount  of  indebtedness  by  each  company  from 
such  valuation.  The  relators  object  to  this  rule  of  assess- 
ment as  contrary  to  the  intent  of  the  statute. 
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The  deduction  of  the  value  of  the  real  estate  is  provided 
for  in  the  statute,  the  reason  for  which  is  apparent  from  the 
&ct  that  such  real  estate- is  taxed  otherwise,  and  the  relators 
would  pay  such  taxes  in  that  form. 

The  value  of  United  States  stock  is  also  to  be  deducted 
when  any  is  owned  by  a  corporation,  although  it  forms  a 
part  of  the  value  of  the  stock,  under  the  decision  in  The  Bank 
Tax  Case  (2  WaU.,  200). 

The  value  of  stock  in  other  corporations  is  deducted  by 
direction  of  the  statute,  and  the  reason  is  that  such  corpora- 
tion is  taxable  upon  its  capital  stock,  and  it  is  paid  by  that 
corporation  on  the  stock  so  owned. 

After  these  deductions  are  made,  the  provisions  of  the 
statutes  directing  special  deductions  are  compli^  with,  and 
it  becomes  the  duty  of  the  commissioners  to  return  the  bal- 
ance as  the  value  of  the  capital  stock,  subject  to  assessment, 
unless  the  relators  are  right  in  claiming  that  their  indebted- 
ness is  also  to  be  deducted. 

The  mode  by  which  the  commissioners  are  to  arrive  at  the 
value  of  the  capital  stock  is  not  pointed  out  in  the  statute 
above  referred  to,  and  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  same  is 
left  to  the  discretion  of  the  commissioners,  in  the  same  man- 
ner as  the  valuation  of  any  other  property  is  left  to  them, 
subject  to  such  general  rules  of  law  as  should  govern  them 
in  discharging  their  duties.  They  may  not  disregard  any 
legal  rules  and  adopt  principles  erroneous  in  law,  and  where 
they  do  that  their  action  in  fixing  such  value  is  subject  to 
review.  Beyond  that  the  court  will  not  interfere  with  such 
valuation. 

Id  ascertaining  such  value,  the  commissioners  cannot  dis- 
r^ard  the  fact  of  indebtedness.  It  enters  as  much  into  the 
value  of  the  stock  as  it  does  in  the  assessment  of  the  per- 
sonal estate  of  an  individual.  If  an  individual  owns  $1,000 
worth  of  personal  estate  and  is  indebted  $1,000,  there  is  no 
value  in  personal  estate  remaining  on  which  he  can  be 
assessed.    This  is  provided  for  by  statute,  which  directs  the 
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yalnation  of  the  penonal  estate  in  gross  and  then  directs  the 
dedaction  of  indebtedness.  In  r^ard  to  corporations  the 
mode  is  different,  bat  the  result  should  be  in  effect  the  same. 
The  capital  stock  should  be  valued  at  what  it  is  actually 
worth.  In  ascertaining  such  value,  the  amount  of  the 
indebtedness  of  the  company  must  enter  into  the  estimate. 
If  the  nominal  capital  of  the  company  is  $100,000  and  it  is 
worth  par,  and  the  company  is  indebted  $100,000,  there 
would  be  no  value  in  the  stock  to  be  assessed.  If  under 
such  circumstances  the  commissioners  refuse  to  take  into  con- 
sideration the  indebtedness,  and  assess  the  stock  at  its  value, 
without  diminishing  such  valuation  on  account  of  the  debts 
of  the  company,  they  violate  a  legal  principle  which  exposes 
their  action  to  review  by  the  courts.  If,  on  the  other  hand, 
they  take  into  consideration  the  indebtedness  of  the  com- 
pany, and  fix  the  value  of  the  stock  at  what,  in  their  judg^ 
meat,  the  same  is  worth,  making  due  aUowance  for  the 
indebtedness  of  the  corporation  as  diminishing  such  value, 
then  the  estimate  of  the  commissioners  would  be  condusive, 
and  with  it  we  should  not  interfere. 

These  remarks  are  intended  to  apply  to  the  legal  principles 
which  should  govern  the  commissioners  in  ascertaining  the 
value  of  the  stock,  but  are  entirely  distinct  from  the  ground 
claimed  by  the  relators,  viz. :  That  after  Uie  valuation  is  made 
according  to  this  rule,  there  should  ako  be  deducted  from 
such  valuation  the  total  amount  of  indebtedness  of  the  cor- 
poration. Such  was  not  the  intent  of  the  statute.  To  carry 
out  that  principle  would  give  the  relators  a  double  deduction 
for  their  indebtedness ;  first,  by  considering  it  as  diminishing 
the  value  of  the  capital  stock,  and  then  by  deducting  it  from 
the  valuation,  in  making  which  an  allowance  had  been  made 
to  the  extent  which  such  indebtedness  diminished  it.  There 
is  nothing  in  the  statute  calling  for  any  such  dedaction,  after 
the  value  has  been  ascertained,  as  before  stated. 

It  was  said  on  the  argument  that  the  statute  required  the 
assessment  to  be  made  in  the  same  manner  as  other  pergonal 
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and  real  eHate  of  the  oomUy.  These  words  do  not  apply  to 
the  assessment,  bat  to  the  taxation,  so  as  to  call  for  the  same 
rate  on  the  valaation  as  is  applied  to  personal  and  real  estate. 
It  is  clear  that  this  is  not  intended  to  apply  to  the  case  of 
corporations  in  the  assessment  of  their  capital  stock,  because 
no  sach  rale  exists  as  to  real  estate.  There  the  real  estate  is 
valued  and  no  deduction  made  therefrom  for  indebtedness  at 
all.  Nor  is  it  the  case  in  the  valuation  of  personal  estate, 
because  the  personal  estate  is  valued  at  its  full  value  and  the 
debts  are  deducted,  while  the  stock  is  valued  at  its  actual 
worth  after  due  allowance  has  been  made  bj  the  commis- 
sioners for  the  amount  which  such  value  is  diminished  by 
indebtedness.  The  conclusion  therefore  is,  that  after  the 
actual  value  of  the  stock  has  been  ascertained,  and  in  doing 
this  proper  consideration  has  been  given  to  the  indebtedness 
of  the  corporation,  no  further  deduction  is  to  be  made  of  such 
indebtedness. 

I  have  discussed  this  question  solely  with  reference  to  the 
statute,  without  stating  the  decisions  of  the  courts  on  the 
construction  of  this  statute.  There  is  nothing  in  the  cases 
referred  to  which  will  conflict  with  the  views  above  expressed. 
In  the  People  ex  rel.  Bomk  of  Commonwealth  agt.  The  Com- 
missioners  (82  Barh.j  509)  it  was  held  that  the  assessment 
was  on  the  capital  stock  and  not  on  the  property  of  the  cor- 
poration, and  that  United  States  stocks  were  not  to  be 
deducted  from  such  valuation.  This  was  afSrmed  in  court 
of  appeals  (28  Jf.  Y.  Beporte,  192);  and  although  the 
supreme  court  of  the  United  States  reversed  those  judgments, 
it  was  upon  the  express  ground  thai  stocks  of  the  United 
States  could  in  no  form  be  taxed  by  state  authority,  but  were 
exempt.  In  the  opinion  of  Mr.  justice  Nblson,  in  The  Bank 
Tax  Case  (2  TToS.,  200)  he  says,  in  reference  to  the  act  of  1857, 
the  "  actual  value  of  the  capital,  as  assessed  by  the  commis- 
sioners, is  prescribed.  The  commissioners  were  bound  to 
look  into  the  financial  condition  of  the  banks,  into  the  invest^ 
ments  of  their  capital,  losses  and  gains,  and  ascertain,  the 
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best  way  they  can,  the  sum  of  present  value  as  to  the  bads 
of  taxation.  It  involved  .an  inquiry  into  the  whole  of  the 
financial  operations  of  the  bank,  its  several  liabilities  ^nd  its 
available  resources."  These  remarks  show  that  the  learned 
justice,  although  he  considered  the  tax  to  be  upon  the  pro- 
perty of  the  corporation,  also  considered  that  the  valuation 
was  to  be  upon  the  stock  after  an  examination  of  the  value 
of  the  property  of  the  corporation  and  its  financial  condition. 

There  seems  to  be  some  conflict  of  opinion  in  the  cases 
upon  the  question  whether  the  tax  is  upon  the  franchise  or 
upon  the  property  of  the  corporation.  In  deciding  the  pre- 
sent cases  iCwill  be  found  not  to  be  a  material  distinction. 
If  upon  the  franchise,  it  must  be  valued,  and  that  value  will 
be  increased  or  diminished  by  the  additional  value  of  its  pro- 
perty and  the  amount  of  its  indebtedness ;  but  in  all  cases  the 
assessors  are  to  consider  all  these  things  in  ascertaining  the 
value  of  the  stock. 

In  The  People  agt.  Ferguson  (38  N.  F.,  91),  the  relators 
claim  there  is  authority  for  the  views  they  have  urged  upon 
the  court.  That  case,  however,  only  sustains  the  rule  of 
assessment  as  hereinbefore  stated.  Huirr,  0.  J.,  says:  ^^It 
was  the  duty  of  the  assessors  to  act  upon  the  evidence  before 
them,  and  to  adjudge  how  much  the  actual  value  of  the  stock 
was  reduced  by  these  (contingent)  liabilities,  and  to  dedu(it 
accordingly."  It  was  not  intended  that  such  amounts  were 
to  be  deducted  from  the  appraised  value  of  the  stock,  but 
that  in  estimating  such  value  the  assessors  should  allow  for 
what,  in  their  judgment,  such  value  was  diminished  by  the 
liabilities  of  the  company,  whether  certain  or  uncertain,  and 
assess  the  value  of  the  stock  accordingly. 

In  Oswego  Starch  Factory  agt.  DaUoway  (21  -ST.  J".,  458), 
Dknio,  J.,  expresses  the  opinion  that  the  value  of  the  stock 
might  be  ascertained  by  sales  of  stock  •  as  well  as  by  other 
modes,  as  directed  in  the  statute  relating  to  manufacturing 
and  turnpike  companies. 

With  these  views  ad  to  the  construction  of  the  statute,  it 
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fieems  to  be  the  intent  to  value  not  the  property  but  the 
stock  of  the  corporation ;  that  such  valuation  of  the  stock 
shall  include  an  inquiry  into  the  condition  of  the  company, 
embracing  not  only  the  amount  of  property  owned  by  the 
corporation^  but  the  amount  of  its  debts  and  liabilities, 
whether  ascertained  or  contingent ;  that  the  value,  when  so 
ascertained,  is  to  be  reduced  by  deductions  of  the  value  of 
property  held  by  the  corporation  which  by  law  is  exempt  or 
taxable  in  some  other  form,  and  the  balance  remaining  is  to 
be  the  assessed  value  of  the  capital  stock  of  the  corporation 
on  which  the  tax  is  to  be  imposed. 

In  this  mode  of  valuation  the  amount  of  property  owned 
by  the  corporation,  its  debts  and  its  contingent  liabilities,  are 
all  to  be  taken  into  consideration,  and  there  would  be  no 
propriety  or  justice  in  again  deducting  from  that  valuation 
an  indebtedness  for  which  full  allowance  was  made  in  ascer- 
taining the  value  of  the  capital  stocks 

The  application  of  these  rules  to  the  cases  before  us  will 
dispose  of  all  the  questions  which  have  been  raised  therein. 

In  all  of  them  the  commissioners  fixed  the  value  of  the 
stock,  in  the  first  instance,  at  the  par  of  the  stock,  making 
the  amount  in  each  case  the  nominal  amount  of  the  capital 
stock. 

On  receiving  objections  from  the  several  companies  they 
were  called  upon  to  furnish  a  new  statement,  in  which  an 
inquiry  was  answered  as  to  the  then  value  of  the  stock. 

The  commissioners  thereupon  adopted  the  value  of  the 
stock  as  returned  by  the  ofScers  of  the  companies,  under 
oath,  and  reduced  the  amount  accordingly.  In  no  case  was 
such  valuation  made  any  larger  than  was  returned  by  the 
officers. 

Although  it  is  apparent  that  in  this  valuation  the  whole 
amoant  of  indebtedness  was  not  allowed  as  deducted  from 
the  par  value  of  the  capital  stock,  yet  there  is  every  reason 
to  suppose  that  the  commissioners  governed  themselves  by 
the  estimated  value  furnished  by  the  companies.  Such  esti- 
Vou  XLVL  30 
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mated  value  could  only  have  been  based  upon  an  allowance 
of  whatever  diminution  the  debt  caused  in  the  value  of  the 
stock,  and  where  it  exceeded  the  difference  between  the  capi- 
tal and  the  debt,  we  must  conclude  that,  in  the  opinion  of 
the  officers  of  the  companies  as  well  as  of  the  commissionen, 
the  stock  had  an  intrinsic  value  beyond  that  difference,  which 
was  properly  estimated  in  fixing  its  real  value. 

Thus  in  one  road  the  value  of  the  stock  was  fixed  by  the 
officers  at  twenty  per  cent;  the  capital  stock  at  par  was 
$900,000.  The  valuation  was  reduced  to  that  value — ^viz., 
twenty  per  cent.  Here,  it  is  apparent,  a  larger  deduction 
was  made  than  the  indebtedness,  which  was  $700,000. 

In  another  road,  the  Sixth  Avenue  Railroad  Company,  the 
officers  of  the  company  returned  the  value  of  the  stock  at 
128  per  cent,  and  the  commissioners  adopted  the  value  so 
returned  by  them  instead  of  the  par  value.  *  In  this  case  it  is 
evident  that  the  stock  was  valued  at  a  rate  much  higher  than 
its  par  value,  and  that  such  value  was  an  estimate  of  its 
worth  over  and  above  any  indebtedness  of  the  company. 

We  cannot  adjudge  upon  these  facts  that  such  indebted- 
ness did  not  enter  into  the  valuation.  If  it  did  then  whether 
or  not  such  valuation  was  excessive  or  beneath  the  real  value 
is  not  a  question  for  review  by  us.  If  it  were,  the  whole  tax- 
list  could  be  brought  by  individuals  before  the  court  to  have 
the  valuation  of  their  property  reduced  whenever  they  con- 
sidered their  property  valued  at  too  high  a  rate.  Such  valu- 
ation, as  before  stated,  if  made  according  to  correct  legal 
principles,  becomes  a  question  of  fact  with  which  the  courts 
do  not  interfere. 

Under  the  system  as  it  existed  before  corporations  were 
assessed  and  taxed  on  their  capital  stock,  such  stock  was  lia- 
ble to  taxation  in  the  names  of  the  individual  stockholders. 
The  stock  was  then  valued  at  its  market  value,  and  this  of 
course  made  allowances  for  the  financial  condition  of  the 
company,  but  no  deduction  was  made  for  the  indebtedness  of 
the  company,  except  in  ascertaining  the  value  of  the  stock. 
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That  syBtem  of  valnation  is  still  continaedy  with  the  excep-. 
tion  that  it  is  made  against  the  corporation  and  not  against 
the  individual  stockholder. 

An  objection  is  taken  to  this  proceeding  that  the  commis- 
eioners  have  delivered  the  assessment  rolls  to  the  supervisors, 
and,  therefore,  this  proceeding  should  be  quashed.  In  the 
present  cases  the  writ  was  served  before  such  return  was 
made,  and  it  was  not  in  the  power  of  the  commissioners  to 
defeat  a  proceeding  properly  commenced  in  the  manner  sug- 
gest^. All  the  cases  referred  to  by  the  counsel  for  the 
respondents  were  cases  in  which  the  certiorari  was  not  served 
until  after  the  assessment  rolls  had  passed  out  of  the  hands 
of  the  assessors.  There  will  be  no  difficulty  in  enforcing 
obedience  to  the  judgment  of  the  court  for  this  cause.  This 
objection  is  not  material  in  this  case,  but  it  is  considered  in 
reference  to  other  cases  submitted  with  this  for  our  consid- 
eration. 

Judgment  rendered  for  the  respondents,  and  tiie  writ 
quashed. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 
Samuel  Embsbson  agt.  Thompson  Dban. 

Where  a  reed  estate  broker  on  recdving  a  piece  of  real  estate  from  the 
owner  for  sale,  being  apprehensive  that  an  adjoining  owner  may  pxa- 
chase  it,  proposes  to  the  owner  that  if  such  adjoining  owner  does  pQ^ 
chase  he  (the  owner)  shall  pay  the  broker  his  eommiseions,  as  such  pro- 
spective purchaser,  being  unfriendly  to  the  broker,  would  not  purchase 
from  or  through  him,  to  which  proposition  the  owner  assents,  and  the 
property  is  subsequently  sold  to  such  adjoining  owner,  the  broker  is  enti- 
tled to  his  commissions  from  the  owner,  although  it  is  claimed  by  him 
that  the  property  was  sold  by  another  firm  of  real  estate  brokers  and 
that  the  plaintiff  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  sale  of  it 

The  verdict  of  the  jury,  upon  conflicting  and  contradictory  testimony  in 
such  cases,  in  fovor  of  the  plaintiff,  held  conclusive. 

Jfew  York  Special  Term^  J/izy,  1872. 

Motion  by  defendant  for  a  new  trial. 

Plaintiff  sued  to  recover  commissions  on  sale  of  real  estate 
belonging  to  defendant,  defendant  denied  employment  and 
sale  by  or  through  plaintiff's  agency. 

Evidence  showed  on  the  part  of  plaintiff  that  he  was 
employed  by  defendant  to  sell  the  property,  consisting  of 
house,  lot  and  furniture,  at  Tarrytown,  N.  Y.,  for  $60,000 ; 
that  he  spoke  to  Mr.  Boberts  and  desired  him  to  buy  it ;  that 
before  doing  so  he  (plaintiff)  said  to  the  defendant  that  he 
would  not  take  hold  of  the  property  unless  he  (defendant) 
would  protect  hioa  against  Mr.  Eoberts,  who  owned  the 
adjoining  property ;  that  Mr.  Boberts  would  buy  the  place  or 
he  would  get  some  friend  of  his  to  buy  it,  and  being 
unfriendly  toward  the  plaintiff,  would  not  buy  it  from  him, 
and  he  would  lose  his  commission,  &c. ;  that  the  defend- 
ant then  told  him  that  if  Mr.  Boberts  or  any  of  his  friends 
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bought  it  he  (Dean)  wonld  pay  the  plaintiff's  commisBion. 
Plaintiff  further  showed  that  the  property  was  sold  to  Mr. 
Roberts  and  conveyed  to  his  wife  for  the  price  of  $50,000. 

On  the  part  of  the  defendant  it  was  proven  that  the  sale  to 
Mr.  Boberts  was  effected  through  the  agency  of  Mallory, 
Blackwell  &  Go.,  and  that  the  plaintiff  had  nothing  to  do 
with  it,  and  the  defendant  denied  the  conversation  an4  agree- 
ment as  to  commissions,  as  testified  to  by  the  plaintiff. 

The  only  question  submitted  to  the  jury  was  whether  the 
agreement  between  the  plaintiff  and  defendant,  on  a  payment 
of  commissions  in  case  Mr.  Eoberts  bought,  was  or  not  made, 
the  court  charging  that  if  it  was  made  the  defendant  was 
entitled  to  a  verdict. 

The  jury  found  for  the  plaintiff,  and  the  defendant  moved 
for  a  new  trial. 

T.  G.  SwABTWouT,  attorney /or  plaintiff^. 
J.  Sadleb,  attome^/br  defeadamt. 
J.  R.  Dos  Passos,  of  coimsel. 

Brady,  J. — The  plaintiff's  claim  rested  upon  the  alleged 
understanding  that  if  Mr.  Boberts  purchased  the  defendant's 
property  he  was  to  be  paid  a  commission.  He  was  to  be  pro- 
tected against  Roberts,  because  the  latter  was  unfriendly  to 
him,  as  he  believed,  and  would  not  buy  from  him  or  through 
his  agency.  The  plaintiff,  having  made  this  contract  with 
the  defendant,  entered  upon  the  discharge  of  his  office,  adver- 
tised the  property,  spoke  to  Roberts  about  it,  advising  him  to 
buy,  and  to  others  as  well.  The  agreement  was  not  an  unreason- 
able one  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff.  If  he  believed  that 
Boberts  would  buy,  but  not  from  or  through  him,  it  would 
have  been  a  waste  of  time  and  money  to  have  taken  any  steps 
to  sell  and  to  have  advertised  the  property  for  sale,  and  hence  it 
was  natural  that  he  should  have  protected  himself  against  such  a 
contingency.  It  may  be  said  that  the  defendant  acted  unwisely 
in  making  such  a  contract,  or  that  it  was  unusual  and  extra- 
ordinary.   All  that  may  be  conceded,  and  yet  the  contract 
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may  be  established  and  sustained.  If  it  were  not  for  the 
infinite  and  still-oontinmng  varieties  of  contracts,  agreemeDts 
and  understandings,  in  which  a  palpable  departure  from  the 
ordinary  mode  of  dealing  with  the  particular  subject  inyolved 
is  shown,  the  courts  would  have  less  to  do,  and  the  volumes  of 
reports  be  numerically  less  formidable.  The  defendant  had 
the  benefit  of  all  that  his  denial  of  the  plaintiff's  stat^nent 
entitled  him  to.  The  jury  were  told  that  in  cases  where  fl 
conflict  of  evidence  marked  the  trial,  they  might  consider  the 
inherent  probability  of  the  claim  advanced,  and  the  statement 
on  which  it  was  based.  In  deliberating  upon  the  case,  they 
determined  that  the  plaintiff's  story  was  true,  and  that  he  was 
employed  to  sell  upon  the  understanding  that  if  Mr.  Boberte 
became  the  purchaser  he  should  be  paid  his  commission.  It 
cannot  be  said  that  the  testimony  is  so  clearly  in  &vor  of  the 
defendant  as  to  justify  the  impression  that  the  jury  acted  from 
bias,  partiality  or  corruption.  There  was  a  conflict  of  evi- 
dence, and  a  finding  either  way  might  have  been  made  with- 
out doing  violence  to  any  rule  of  law  applicable  to  trials  bj 
jury.  It  has  often  happened  that  courts  have  been  dissatisfied 
with  verdicts  rendered,  but  that  does  not,  in  my  judgment, 
militate  against  the  system.  I  have  great  confidence  in  the 
trial  by  jury,  although  I  do  not  believe  it  to  be  a  perfect  mode 
of  disposing  of  disputes.  I  am  not  aware  of  any  plan  which  ia. 
I  think  a  new  trial  cannot  be  granted. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

Ghaklss  £.  Bdcby,  respondent,  agt  James  Wardket, 

appellant. 

The  first  sabdivision  of  section  871  of  the  Coae  applies  to  aU  ease$  qf  appeal 
from  a  Judgment  of  a  Jnstice^s  court  where  a  new  trial  is  to  be  had,  and 
is  not  Ihnited  to  cases  depending  npon  questions  of  law  only. 

Where  under  this  section  one  good  ground  is  stated  in  the  notice  of  appeal, 
to  wit :  ''  That  the  judgment  should  have  been  more  favorable  to  the 
defendant  in  this,  to  wit :  it  should  not  have  been  for  a  larger  amount 
than  ten  dollars,"  it  is  sufficient  to  govern  the  co9U  on  the  appeal 

Where  the  plaintiff  in  an  action  of  trover  before  the  Justice  recovered 
against  the  defendant  the  sum  of  $100,  and  on  the  defendant's  appeal  for 
and  a  new  trial  had  in  the  county  coort  the  plaintiff  recovered  $88.88, 
Md^  that  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  the  costs  of  appeal  to  the  connty 
ooort  and  the  costs  of  aiq;)eal  to  this  court 

Third  Department^  General  Term^  Albany ^  Manrohy  1878. 

Before  Potter  a/nd  Daniels,  JJ. 

This  case  comes  before  us  npon  a  reargnment  allowed  by 
the  court  npon  motion  made  for  that  purpose  at  a  former 
term. 

The  case  is  an  appeal  from  an  order  of  the  county  court  of 
Cortland  county,  denying  a  motion  made  by  the  defendant 
therein  to  strike  out  the  costs  in  the  case  allowed  to  the 
plaintiff  by  the  derk  on  an  adjustment,  and  to  allow  costs  of 
the  appeal  from  the  justice's  court  to  tiie  county  court  to  the 
defendant. 

The  motion  was  denied  by  the  county  court  and  an  appeal 
taken  to  this  court  in  the  sixth  district,  where  the  order  of  the 
county  court  was  affirmed.  A  motion  was  then  made  to  the 
court  in  this  department  for  a  reargnment  of  the  dase,  which 
motion  was  granted,  and  the  case  is  now  before  us  upon  the 
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reargument  upon  the  merits.  The  action  in  the  jostioe's 
court  was  trover  for  a  horse  and  a  recovery  by  the  plaintiff 
for  $100.  The  notice  of  appeal  from  the  justice  is  as  follows: 
^^The  judgment  should  have  been  more  favorable  to  the 
defendant,  to  wit:  it  should  not  have  been  for  a  larger 
amount  than  ten  dollars.  It  should  have  been  for  the  defend- 
ant and  for  his  costs.  It  was  too  large  a  judgment.  This 
appeal  is  brought  for  a  new  trial  in  the  county  court." 

On  the  trial  in  the  county  court  the  plaintiff  recovered 
$88.88.    The  plaintiff  made  no  offer  to  correct  the  judgment. 

O.  'PoiB^ivB^foT  plairUiff^  respondent. 
H.  BALLASD^ybr  defenda/nt^  appellant. 

Platt  Potter,  J, — The  recovery  below  in  the  justice's 
court  exceeded  fifty  dollars.  The  appeal,  as  was  specified  in 
the  notice,  was  for  a  new  trial,  and  the  case  was  tried  iu  the 
county  court  upon  the  issues  joined  before  the  justice  by  a 
jury.  Both  parties  tried  it  as  a  trial  upon  an  issue  of  fact, 
and  the  only  question  in  the  case  is  which  party  is  entitled  to 
costs  in  the  action.  Besides  the  matters  set  forth  in  the 
notice  above,  it  was  also  stated  "  that  the  verdict  is  against 
evidence,"  and  also  "  that  the  verdict  is  against  the  law  of  the 
case."  These  two  grounds  have  no  influence  upon  the  ques- 
tion of  costs  under  section  371  of  the  Code.  They  require 
not  that  the  judgment  rendered  be  reduced,  but  for  a  different 
judgment.  They  do  not  specify  in  particular  that  the  judg- 
ment in  question  should  be  more  favorable  to  the  appellant. 
Except  for  the  other  ground  specified  in  the  notice,  the  pro- 
visions of  section  371  would  not  apply  to  the  case.  Such 
notice  may  be  sufficient  under  the  provisions  of  section  353 
to  give  the  county  court  jurisdiction  of  the  case,  but  the 
defendant  under  them  would  only  recover  costs  in  the  con- 
tingency of  having  judgment  entirely  in  his  favor  in  the 
county  court. 

This  case,  as  it  is  now  before  us,  must  depend  upon  the 
sufficiency  of  that  portion  of  the  notice  which  states  ^^  the 


NEW  TORE  PRAOnCB  REPORTS.  241 

Bizby  agt  Warden. 

jadgment  shonld  have  been  more  favorable  to  the  defend- 
ant in  this,  to  wit :  it  shonld  not  have  been  for  a  larger 
amoont  than  ten  dollars."  It  is  in  this  partictUarj  viz.,  the 
amowU  of  the  judgment,  which  the  defendant  claims  shonld 
be  more  favorable,  to  him. 

This  question  is  no  longer  to  be  regarded  by  this  court  as 
an  unsettled  question.  The  case  of  YatmgAan&e  v.  Fingar^ 
which  has  the  views  of  the  court  of  appeals  upon  it,  and  is 
reported  in  47  N.  P.,  99,  and  the  same  case,  which  is  expressly 
adjudicated  by  this  court  and  reported  in  63  Ba/rb.y  99,  must 
end  discussion  of  the  legal  sufSciency  of  the  notice  in  this 
case.    It  is  against  the  respondent's  views. 

But  the  respondent's  counsel  urges  a  new  view,  and  with 
great  ingenuity  urges  that  section  371,  and  the  offer  provided 
for  therein,  does  not  apply  to  appeals  for  a  new  trial,  but  to 
appeals  to  questions  of  law  only.  If  this  position  is  the  true 
one,  the  bar  at  large,  and  the  courts,  without  exception,  so  far 
as  I  know,  have  been  practicing  and  adjudicating  under  a 
mistaken  view  of  these  provisions  of  the  Code.  One  entire 
chapter  of  the  Code  (chap.  6),  eleven  sections,  is  devoted  to 
this  subject,  the  whole  of  which  are  harmonious,  and  so 
divided,  and  yet  connected,  as  to  complete  a  system  of  prac- 
tice providing  for  trials  of  issues  of  law  and  issues  of  fact, 
and  with  suitable  provisions  applicable  to  each.  An  analysis 
of  these  eleven  sections,  showing  the  appropriate  office  of 
each  section,  will  show  harmony  instead  of  conflict,  and  will 
also  show  the  mistaken  view  of  the  respondent. 

Appeals  from  justices'  courts  to  county  courts  are  now 
entirely  controlled  by  the  provisions  of  the  Code,  beginning 
with  section  351,  which  repeals  all  other  practice,  and  ending 
with  section  371. 

Section  352  specifies  the  cases  in  which  appeals  may  be 
brought.  First,  those  in  which  a  new  l/rial  may  be  had,  viz., 
cases  where  the  demand  exceeds  fifty  dollars.  Second,  the 
cases  which  are  exceptions,  viz.,  cases  in  which  the  claim, 
though  it  exceeds  fifty  dollars,  exdusive  of  costs,  yet  the 
Vox.  XLVL  81 
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notice  of  appeal  states  that  the  appeal  is  taken  upon  questions 
of  Icuw  only. 

Section  353  prescribes  the  time  within  which  the  notice 
of  appeal  must  be  brought,  and  requires  that  such  notice  shall 
state  the  grounds  of  the  appeal. 

Section  354  prescribes  the  time  within  which  the  notice  of 
appeal  must  be  served,  the  manner  of  serving,  the  persons 
upon  whom  it  must  be  served,  what  costs  the  appellant  mnst 
pay  on  appealing,  what  security  he  must  give  and  what  other 
steps  he  must  take  to  render  his  appeal  effectual. 

Section  365  relates  to  obtaining  a  stay  of  execution. 

Sections  356,  357,  358  and  359  prescribe  the  form  of  secu- 
rity for  a  stay  of  execution,  and  the  manner  of  serving  the 
papers  to  effect  that  object. 

Section  360  relates  to  the  return  of  the  justice  to  the  appeal, 
and  how  it  may  be  compelled  and  distinguished  between 
returns  made  in  cases,  first,  where  the  claim  is  below  fifty 
dollars,  and  those  where  the  appeal  is  upon  questions  of  law; 
and,  second,  cases  where  the  claim  litigated  exceeds  fif^ 
dollars,  and  a  new  trial  is  desired  in  the  county  court. 

In  the  former,  the  testimony  given  is  required  to  be  returned 
by  the  justice ;  in  the  latter  not. 

Sections  361,  862  and  863  provide  for  obtaining  returns 
in  cases  where  the  justice  has  gone  out  of  office,  for  amend- 
ments to  defective  returns,  and  where  a  justice  is  dead, 
removed  from  the  state  or  insane. 

Section  864  provides  for  the  manner  of  hearing  in  the 
county  court.  1st.  Where  a  new  trial  is  not  to  be  had ;  and 
2d.  Where  a  new  trial  is  desired  to  be  had. 

Section  365  directs  upon  what  papers  the  hearing  shall  be 
had  in  the  appellate  court. 

Section  366  directs  first  upon  what  principles  the  appellate 
conrt  shall  review  the  case ;  and  what  powers  they  may  exer- 
cise over  the  case  and  the  parties  in  both  classes  of  cases,  viz., 
where  new  trials  are  not  to  be  had,  and  in  cases  where  they 
a/re.     This  section  has  six  subdivisions.     The  first  relates 
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to  cases  where  the  issue  before  the  justice  was  an  issue  of  law 
and  confers  power  upon  the  county  court  to  allow  amend- 
ments to  pleadings,  &e.  The  second  subdivision  is  only  an 
extension  of  the  same  power.  The  third  subdivision  author- 
izes the  court,  upon  a  certain  contingency,  to  try  a  new  issue, 
to  be  joined  under  their  direction ;  to  be  tried  by  a  jury,  and 
to  proceed  to  such  trial.  The  fourth  subdivision  directs  that 
such  last-mentioned  issue,  so  joined,  or  an  issue  brought  up 
by  appeal,  shall  be  tried  in  the  supreme  court. 

The  fifth  subdivision  first  specifies  what  power  the  county 
court  possesses  over  its  own  determinations  in  such  cases,  and 
what  liberality  they  may  allow  to  the  parties  in  cases  where 
new  trials  may  be  had ;  and  it  also  allows  to  either  pa/rty^  at 
any  time  "before  trials  to  serve  on  the  opposite  party  an  oflFer 
in  writing  to  allow  judgment  to  be  taken  against  him  for 
the  sum  or  property,  or  to  the  effect  in  such  ofier  specified, 
and  with  or  without  costs,  as  said  offer  shall  specify.  It  then 
further  provides  that  if  the  party  receiving  such  offer  accept 
the  same  and  give  notice  thereof  in  writing  within  ten  days, 
he  may  file  the  return  and  offer,  with  an  afSdavit  of  service 
of  notice  of  acceptance  thereof,  and  the  clerk  shall  thereupon 
enter  judgment  according  to  said  offer.  This  subdivision 
then  declares  what  shall  be  the  effect  and  liability  of  the  par- 
ties to  the  undertaking  in  such  case.  It  then  provides  that 
if  notice  of  acceptance  of  such  offer  be  not  given,  it  shall  be 
deemed  withdrawn  and  cannot  be  given  in  evidence ;  and  it 
then  provides  that  if  the  party  to  whom  such  offer  is  made 
shall  fail  to  obtain  a  judgment  more  favorable  to  him  than 
that  specified  in  said  offer,  then  he  shall  not  recover  costs, 
but  must  pay  the  other  party's  costs  from  the  date  of  the  ser- 
vice of  the  offer. 

This  fifth  subdivision  of  section  366,  it  should  be 
remarked,  was  enacted  in  1866,  three  years  after  the  pro- 
visioiis  of  section  371. 

The  sixth  subdivision  of  section  .366  prescribes  the  prac- 
tice in  making  up  cases  for  new  trials. 
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Section  367  directs  what  papers  shall  1)e  entered  with  the 
clerk  for  making  up  the  judgment. 

Section  368  directs  to  whom  costs  shall  be  given  upon  the 
judgment  upon  reversal  or  affirmation,  but  does  not  specify 
what  costs. 

Section  369  prescribes  the  practice  in  obtaining  a  restora- 
tion of  a  judgment  collected,  if  afterwards  reveirsed. 

Section  370  provides  for  set-offs  when  one  party  recovers 
damages  and  the  other  party  costs. 

Section  371,  the  last  section  in  the  chapter,  was  introduced 
in  1862  as  a  new  system  of  practice,  by  allowing  an  appeal 
not  only  to  the  county  court,  but  to  the  conscience  and 
apprehensions  of  the  prevailing  party,  by  placing  him  in  a 
condition  of  peril  as  to  future  costs,  in  case  he  feiled  to  reduce 
or  otherwise  modify  an  unjust  or  an  unconscientious  judg- 
ment ;  and  it  prescribes  the  proceedings  of  the  parties  to  this 
end,  and  imposes  the  penalties  for  the  omission  to  follow  its 
spirit. 

The  first  subdivision  of  this  section,  it  is  plain  to  be  seen, 
from  its  general  language,  applies  to  all  cases  of  appeal  wh6re 
the  parties  desire  a  new  trial,  and  is  not  limited  to  cases 
depending  upon  questions  of  law. 

In  this,  the  respondent's  counsel  is  in  error.  It  declares,  in 
terms^  that  it  applies  to  all  cases  of  appeaL  It  relates  to 
costs;  it  prescribes  the  amount  of  costs;  it  provides  that  the 
prevailing  party  shall  be  entitled  to  them,  except  in  the  (xues 
where  the  appeUcmt  states  the  gnyunds  of  error  in  apartum- 
larfomhj  where  the  prevailing  part;/  oniits  to  modify^  and 
where  he  secures  a  le^sfavoraUe  judgment  on  a  new  trial. 

This  section  is  not  at  all  in  conflict  with  subdivision  five  of 
section  366. 

The  offers  therein  referred  to  are  to  an  entirely  different 
stage  of  the  case,  and  under  different  proceedings.  This  pro- 
vision of  section  366  was  enacted  three  years  later  than  the 
other,  does  not  repeal  it,  is  not  repugnant  to  the  other,  but  is 
in  harmony  and  in  spirit  the  same,  for  another  state  of  the 
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proceedings.  Both  provifiiona  are  in  full  force;  both  are 
necessary  to  complete  the  system.  Nor  does  an  apparent 
inconsistency  in  the  ground  of  appeal  in  this  case  affect  the 
case. 

Two  of  those  grounds  make  it  a  good  appeal  under  section 
353,  but  give  no  advantage  as  to  costs,  as  under  section  871. 
One  good  ground  was  given  in  the  notice,  under  the  provision 
of  section  371,  to  allow  of  the  benefits  of  the  provision  as  to 
costs,  and  that  was  a  good  notice.  The  case  was  tried  upon 
that  theory,  without  objection,  and  both  parties  claimed  cost3 
under  it 

By  the  provisions  of  that  section  the  appellant  is  entitled 
to  costs,  as  the  law  is  now  fully  declared.  These  he  has  been 
denied  by  the  order  of  the  county  court.  The  result  is,  that 
the  order  of  the  county  court  appealed  from  should  be 
reversed ;  the  adjustment  of  costs  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff 
by  the  clerk  and  judgment  thereon  be  set  aside ;  the  clerk 
of  Cortland  county  directed  to  adjust  the  costs  in  this  case 
in  &vor  of  the  appellant,  and  insert  them  in  the  judgment 
roll;  that  the  appellant  recover  costs  of  the  appeal  to  the 
county  court  and  costs  of  appeal  to  this  court 
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SUPREME  COURT. 
Henbt  Elswobth  agt.  EIieben  Muldooh. 

The  r^dempHon  of  landy  by  a  judgment  dabtoTy  sold  on  execution  against 
him,  is  governed  by  the  statute.    (2  R,  8,  [Edm,  ad],  884,  g  46.) 

And  it  is  no  valid  objection  to  such  redemption  that  the  Judgment  debtor 
had,  subsequent  to  the  sale,  conveyed  the  premises  to  a  receiver ^  appointed 
for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors.  Such  a  conveyance,  in  its  nature, 
creates  a  trust  for  creditors.  Subject  to  the  execution  of  the  trust  the 
reversion  belongs  to  the  execution  debtor,  and  he  has  sufficient  interest  U> 
redeem. 

The  statute  gives  the  right  of  redemption  to  an  execution  debtor,  irre- 
spective* of  the  situation  of  the  title.  (The  dedeian  in  Bueted  agt  Dakin, 
17  Abb.,  187,  diaappraved,) 

A  sale  of  land  under  an  execution  is  not  conclusive  against  the  execution 
debtor  before  the  expiration  of  one  year  from  the  sale.    (2  B.  8.,  870.) 

Where  the  execution  debtor,  in  proper  time,  produced  the  sherilTs  receipt 
for  $72.05,  containing  the  title  of  the  cause  in  the  Judgment  upon 
which  the  premises  were  sold,  stating  that  "  said  money  was  so  paid  by 
him  to  redeem  property  sold  under  an  execution  in  the  above  entitled 
cause  on  the  18th  day  of  April,  1848,  situated  in  the  Twelfth  ward  of  the 
city  of  New  York;  the  above  amount  being  in  ftill  for  the  purchase-money 
and  interest  at  ten  per  cent  for  all  the  property  sold  by  me  on  that  day 
under  said  execution; "  upon  which  receipt  was  indorsed  in  the  hand- 
writing of  the  attorney  for  the  Judgment  debtor,  stating  **I  paid  the 
sheriff  the  above  money  and  took  the  receipt  forF.  Price"  (the  Judgment 
debtor): 

Eddy  that  this  paper  was,  in  substance,  a  sufficient  certificate  of  redemp- 
tion under  the  statute  of  1847. 

It  was  not  necessary  that  this  certificate  of  redemption  should  be  proved 
or  acknowledged  or  filed.  The  redemption  under  the  statute  was  com- 
plete when  the  money  was  paid  to  the  sheriff. 

As  in  this  case  the  receipt  of  the  sheriff  was  an  official  act,  and  all  the 
parties  were  deceased  who  took  part  in  the  redemption,  it  was  competent, 
after  proof  of  such  decease,  to  read  the  paper  in  evidence. 
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Pabsons  &  Kbtohum,  for  plaintiff. 
EoBEBT  &  Abnoux,  foT  defendants, 

Fanohsr,  J, — The  plaintiff  has  shown  sufficient  actual 
pofisession  to  enable  him  to  prosecute  this  proceeding  to 
determine  the  claim  of  the  defendant  to  the  premises  in 
question. 

The  principal  inquiries  are,  1st.  Whether  Francis  Price, 
the  original  owner,  could,  at  the  time  it'  was  attempted, 
redeem  the  premises  from  the  execution  sale  thereof;  and, 
2d.  Whether  he  did  effectuate  such  redemption.  If  these 
inquiries  are  answered  in  the  affirmative,  the  asserted  claim 
of  the  defendant  to  the  premises  is  expunged  bj  the  superior 
title  of  the  plaintiff. 

Lands  were  formerly  sold  under  execution  in  the  same 
manner  as  personal  property,  and,  until  1820,  the  rule  in 
New  York  was,  to  sell  under  execution  the  real  estate  abso- 
lutely at  auction,  upon  due  notice,  without  appraisement,  and 
without  any  subsequent  right  of  redemption.  The  sheriff 
thereupon  executed  a  deed  to  the  purchaser,  which  vested  the 
defendant's  title  in  the  purchaser  from  the  time  of  the  sale. 
It  was  found  that  sales  of  real  estate  on  execution  had  been 
attended  with  much  oppressive  speculation  upon  the  necessi- 
ties of  the  debtor,  and  therefore  the  l^slature  of  this  state 
provided  by  statute  an  effectual  relief  from  the  peremptory 
and  sweeping  desolation  of  an  execution  sale. 

The  Revised  Statutes  contain  the  following  language :  ^^  Such 
redemption  may  be  made : 

^^  1.  By  the  person  against  whom  the  execution  was  issued 
and  whose  right  and  title  were  sold  in  pursuance  thereof;  or, 

'^  2.  If  such  person  be  dead,  by  his  devisee  of  the  premises 
Bold,  if  the  same  shall  have  been  devised,  and  if  the  same 
shall  not  have  been  devised,  by  the  heirs  of  such  person ;  or, 

"  3.  By  any  grantee  of  such  person  who  shall  have  acquired 
an  absolute  title  by  deed,  sale  under  mortgage  or  under  an 
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execution,  or  by  any  other  means,  to  the  premises  sold,  or  to 
anj  lot,  tract,  parcel  or  portion  which  have  been  separately 
sold  "  (2  JR.  S.y  Edrrumdi  St.,  384,  §  46). 

The  dawn  of  this  benign  provision  for  redemption  first 
appeared  in  the  enactment  of  April  12th,  1820  {Lcmsof 
1820,  chap.  184,  §  3).  It  was  passed  to  repress  a  mischief 
against  which  the  law  did  not  provide,  and,  according  to  trae 
interpretation,  it  must  be  treated  as  a  remedial  or  beneficial 
statute,  and  be  so  read  as  to  cure  the  former  defect  in  the  law 
and  to  advance  the  remedy  intended.  If  the  directions  of  the 
statute  be  complied  with,  the  relief  provided  by  it  is  secured. 
It  is  only  necessary,  in  this  case,  to  give  to  the  statute  the 
natural  and  obvious  sense  which  its  language  imports,  with- 
out resorting  to  any  subtle  or  forced  construction,  either  to 
Umit  or  extend  its  operation,  and  it  will  be  plain  that  the 
statute  conferred  on  Francis  Price  the  right  to  make  the 
redemption  of  the  premises  in  question  from  the  sale  under 
the  execution  issued  against  him.  It  is  conceded  that  the 
redemption  was  in  due  time ;  that  he  was  '^  the  person  against 
whom  the  execution  was  issued,  and  whose  right  and  title 
were  sold  in  pursuance  thereof."  He  was,  therefore,  the  very 
•person  on  whom  the  right  of  redemption  was  conferred  by 
the  express  language  of  the  first  subdivision  of  the  statute ; 
yet  it  is  argued  that,  by  reason  of  his  conveyance  to  a  receiver, 
he  was  excluded  from  all  redemption  interest  in  the  land,  and 
could  not,  by  his  redemption,  extricate  it  from  the  execution 
sale.  •  The  argument  against  the  right  of  redemption  imports 
into  the  statute  language  which  is  not  to  be  found  there ;  and 
were  the  statutory  right  of  redemption  fettered  by  such  a 
restriction,  doubtless  its  removal  would,  long  ago,  have  been 
effected  by  the  legislature. 

The  statute  does  not  say  that  the  person  against  whom  the 
execution  was  issued  may  redeem  his  lands  from  an  execution 
sale,  provided  the  title  by  grant  of  the  lands  remains  in  him. 
On  the  contrary,  it  gives  the  right  of  redemption  to  the  exe- 
cution debtor,  irrespective  of   the  situation  of   the  title. 
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Suppose  a  sale  of  land  ou  an  execution  for  $100,  and  that  the 
owner  the  next  day  should  sell  the  land  for  $100,000,  and 
execute  a  deed  with  full  covenants  to  the  grantee,  from  whom 
he  should,  at  the  same  time,  receive  the  fhll  consideration. 
While  the  grantee  might  redeem  the  land  from  the  execution 
sale,  it  would  not  be  his  duty,  and  perhaps  not  his  inclination 
to  do  so.  It  would  be  the  duty  of  the  grantor  to  make  the 
redemption,  and  his  interest  would  require  it  to  be  done,  so 
that  he  might  avoid  liability  on  his  covenants.  Should  he 
attempt  to  make  the  redemption,  is  it  possible  he  could  be 
Buccessfully  thwiu*ted  in  the  attempt  by  the  pretense  that 
'^  the  right  of  redemption  is  such  a  right  in  rem  that  it  can- 
not be  exercised  except  by  one  having,  at  the  time,  the  legal 
estate  in  the  premises  f "  Does  not  the  statute  expressly  give 
tiie  right  of  redemption  to  ^^  the  person  against  whom  the 
execution  was  issued  and  whose  right  and  title  were  sold  in 
pursuance  thereof!"  Must  he  be  deprived  of  tlite  benefit  of 
redemption  and  subjected  to  an  action  on  his  covenant  of  title, 
because  of  the  vague  notion  that  the  redemption  is  a  right 
in  rem  beyond  his  reach  f  A  sale  of  land,  under  an  execu- 
tion, is  not  conclusive  before  the  expiration  of  one  year  from 
the  sale  (2  H.  S.y  370).  Duriug  that  time,  the  debtor,  his 
dcFisees  or  heirs,  or  his  grantees,  may  redeem.  !Nor  can  the 
deed  be  given  by  the  sheriff  until  three  additional  months 
have  elapsed,  during  which  other  judgment  creditors  and 
mortgagees  may,  in  the  manner  provided  by  statute,  acquire 
the  interest  of  the  purchaser  at  the  sale.  In  ChatUaicque 
Oomty  Bank  agt.  Rialey  (19  N.  F.,  373),  it  was  held  that 
a  debtor's  conveyance  of  his  real  estate  to  a  receiver,  although 
it  may  be  compulsory,  is^  in  its  nature,  simply  and  purely  the 
creation  of  a  trust  for  the  payment  of  the  debts  on  which  the 
proceedings  in  equity  are  founded.  The  receiver  is  the  trus- 
tee, and  discharges  his  duty  under  the  direction  of  the  court. 
To  hold  otherwise  would  be  to  convert  the  creditor's  suit  into 
a  species  of  execution  on  the  judgment  for  the  specific  per- 
formance of  the  lien,  so  that  a  title  confessedly  based  on  the 
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debtor's  inyolontary  conTejance  to  an  officer  of  the  oonrt 
maj  relate  back  to  the  tune  when  the  judgment  became  a 
lien.    For  this  oondasion  there  is  no  principle  or  precedent. 

The  qnesti9n  in  Husted  agt.  Ddkin  (17  Ahb.<^  137)  was, 
who  was  entitled  to  certain  snrplas  moneys  arising  on  a  sale 
under  foreclosure.  The  referee  awarded  the  surplus  moneys 
to  Husted,  who  had  foreclosed  the  interest  of  Dakin  in  the 
mortgaged  premises  at  an  execution  sale.  Dakiu,  the  judg- 
ment debtor,  had  attempted  a  redemption  bj  tendering  to 
the  sheriff  the  requisite  amount  to  redeem.  The  comt,  in 
general  term,  appears  to  have  held  that  Dakin's  efforts  to 
redeem  were  ineffectual.  But  I  think  the  reasoning  of  the 
judge  who  delivered  the  opinion  in  that  case  totaUj  ignores 
the  express  language  of  the  statute  touching  the  right  of  the 
judgment  debtor  to  redeem;  and  that  the  decision  there 
made  is  without  any  sound  principle  or  any  adjudged  case  to 
support  it  The  learned  judge  cites,  as  an  authority,  SAepard 
agt.  (yNeH  (4  Ba/rh.^  126),  a  reference  to  which,  and  to  the 
cases  there  mentioned,  will  show  that  the  principle  of  the 
authority  referred  to  was  misapprehended  when  the  citation 
was  made. 

Hand,  J.,  in  Shep(vtd  agt.  (yifeil^  said,  ^^  I  believe  it  is 
well  settled  that,  by  a  sale  of  land  on  a  judgment,  the  lien  of 
the  judgment  and  the  right  to  redeem  are  gone."  Several 
authorities  are  cited  for  this  obvious  proposition.  But  the 
principle  of  that  authority,  that  the  lien  of  a  judgment  is 
lost  when  a  sale  under  execution  takes  place,  and  that  the 
right  to  redeem  is  also  gone,  is  this,  that  a  judgment  creditor 
loses  his  lien  and  his  right  to  redeem,  when  such  a  sale  by 
virtue  of  the  judgment  takes  place.  It  is  not  a  loss  of  any 
right  to  redeem  by  the  judgment  debtor.  The  authorities 
cited  in  the  case  last  referred  to  are  authorities  for  some 
familiar  propositions,  e,  ^.,  that  a  debt  is  merged  in  the  judg- 
ment ;  that  a  sale  of  land  under  execution  extinguishes  the 
lien  of  the  judgment ;  that  a  judgment  creditor,  by  such  a 
sale,  loses  the  lien  of  the  judgment  and  his  right  to  redeem, 
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and  the  like.  None  of  them  are  authority  for  saying  that 
the  right  of  a  judgment  debtor  to  redeem  land  from  an  exe- 
cution sale  is  in  any  way  restricted,  in  case  the  redemption 
is  made  within  a  year  from  the  sale. 

In  Bqdi/ne  agt.  Moore  (18  N.  Z".,  250),  the  correct  princi- 
ple is  stated.  The  Kingston  Bank  held  a  certificate  of  sale, 
which  had  been  running  about  four  months.  The  debtor 
did  not  in  person  or  by  any  afiirmative  act  redeem  from  the 
aherifi's  sale.  His  land  was,  however,  conyerted  into  money 
by  sale  under  a  prior  mortgage,  and  a  porti(m  of  that  money, 
snfficient  for  the  purpose,  was  paid  over  in  satisfaction  of 
the  claim  which  the  bank  had  under  the  certificate.  The 
bank  accepted  the  money,  and  this  was  in  effect,  as  the  court 
of  appeals  held,  a  redemption  from  the  sheriff's  sale.  It 
was  effected  with  moneys  raised  out  of  the  estate  of  the 
judgment  debtor,  which,  as  the  court  said,  the  bank  would 
have  been  bound  to  accept  if  tendered  by  the  debtor  himself. 
It  was  ftirther  said,  in  the  opinion  in  that  case,  that  ^^  a  redemp- 
tion by  the  debtor  renders  a  sheriff's  certificate  null  and  void 
as  though  the  sale  had  never  taken  place."  The  very  judg- 
ment on  which  the  sale  was  had  becomes  again  a  lien,  if  it 
was  not  fully  satisfied  by  the  bid,  and  the  land  may  be  again 
sold.  A  redemption  out  of  the  debtor's  funds  and  effectuated 
by  act  of  law  should  have  the  same  effect ;  it  is  virtually 
made  by  the  debtor.  If  the  requisite  amount  of  the  surplus 
had  been  paid  into  the  debtor's  own  hands  and  he  had  paid 
it  over  to  the  bank,  it  would  have  been  a  perfect  and  exact 
redemption  from  the  sheriff's  sale  within  the  statute. 

In  the  light  of  such  authority  there  can  be  no  difficulty  in 
perceiving  that  Price  had  a  right  to  redeem  by  the  very  terms 
of  the  statute  (2  R.  S.,  570,  §  46).  The  objection  that  his 
interest  was  totally  divested  by  the  conveyance  to  Latting  is 
without  force.  Whether  he  had  any  interest  in  the  land  or 
not,  the  statute  gave  him  the  right  of  redemption ;  but  his 
interest  was  not  wholly  divested  by  the  conveyance  to  the 
receiver,  Latting.    That,  as  already  remarked,  was  a  convey- 
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aDce  which  in  its  nature  created  a  truBt  for  creditors.  Sub- 
ject to  the  execution  of  the  trust  the  reversion  belonged  to  Price, 
and  he  had  suflScient  interest  to  redeem  (1  R,  S.y  780,  §  67). 
So  soon  as  the  judgment  and  charges  were  paid  either  by 
the  judgment  debtor  or  out  of  his  property  the  land  con- 
veyed to  the  receiver  Latting  would  revert  to  the  judgment 
debtor,  and  probably  when  the  statute  of  redemption  was 
framed  it  was  designedly  worded  to  cover  precisely  such,  as 
well  as  all  other  rights  of  the  judgment  debtor  respecting  the 
redemption  of  his  lands  from  an  execution  sale.,  K  the  prin- 
ciple that  the  right  of  redemption  can  only  be  exercised  by 
one  having  the  legal  estate  in  the  premises  be  applicable,  as 
probably  it  is,  to  redemptions  from  tax  sales,  and  to  strangers 
who  would  unjustly  intermeddle  with  the  estate  under  an  exe- 
cution sale  to  the  prejudice  of  the  real  party  in  interest,  it  has 
no  such  application  upon  reason  or  authority  to  the  judgment 
debtor  himself,  whose  land  is  sold'under  execution. 

2.  The  next  important  question  is  whether  Francis  Price 
did  redeem  the  premises  from  the  sale  and  execution  through 
which  the  defendant  claims  title.  The  paper,  which  is  dated 
April  10th,  1849,  and  signed  by  John  J.  V.  Westervelt, 
sheriff,  is  not  only  a  receipt  for  seventy-two  dollars  and  five 
cents,  but  it  contains  the  title  of  the  action  in  the  supreme 
court,  in  which  the  judgment  was  obtained,  whereon  the 
execution  issued  under  which  the  sale  in  question  was  made. 

It  also  recites  the  receipt  from  Francis  Price,  the  judgment 
debtor,  of  seventy-two  dollars  and  five  cents,  and  then  follows 
this  language :  ^^  Said  money  so  paid  by  him  to  redeem  property 
sold  under  an  execution  in  the  above  entitled  cause  on  the 
13th  day  of  April,  1848,  situate  in  the  Twelfth  ward  of  the 
city  of  New  York,  the  above  amount  being  in  full  for 
the  purchase-money  and  interest  at  ten  per  cent  for  all  the 
property  sold  by  me  on  that  day  under  said  execution.'' 

An  attomey-at-law  made  this  redemption,  and  that  he  acted 
tor  Francis  Price  is  shown  by  a  memorandum  on  the  receipt 
in  his  handwriting,  as  follows :  ^'  I  paid  the  sheriff  the  abore 
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money  and  took  the  receipt  for  F.  Price."  This  paper  is  in 
snbetance  a  sufficient  certificate  of  redemption  according  to 
the  fifth  section  of  the  statute  of  1847,  is  signed  by  the  officer 
who  in  contemplation  of  law  made  the  sale,  and  states  ^'  all 
such  fS^ts,  transpiring  before  him  at  the  making  of  such 
redemption,  as  are  sufficient  to  show  the  fact  of  such  redemp- 
tion''  (2  Imos  of  lS^7y  chap.  410,  608). 

It  was  not  necessary  that  this  certificate  of  redemption 
should  be  proved  or  acknowledged  or  filed.  The  redemption 
under  the  statute  was  complete  when  the  money  was  paid  to 
the  sheriff.  The  sale  of  the  premises  under  the  execution  and 
the  certificate  of  sale  which  he  had  given  became  void  by  the 
redemption,  and  thenceforth  were  of  no  force  or  effect  (2  S. 
&,  371,  §  49).  .  As  the  receipt  of  sheriff  Westervelt  was  an 
official  act,  and  all  the  parties  are  deceased  who  took  part  in 
the  redemption,  it  was  competent,  after  proof  of  such  decease, 
to  read  the  paper  in  evidence. 

The  memoranda  of  the  attorney  of  Price,  written  thereon, 
was  also  admissible  in  evidence  {LeUmd  v.  Cameron,  31 
N.  T.).  Such  writings  are  admissible  within  the  principle 
of  numerous  authorities  relating  to  the  entries  and  memoranda 
of  deceased  persons.  The  receipt  of  the  sheriff  was  a  written 
paper  against  his  interest,  for  by  it  he  was  charged  for  the 
amount  of  money  mentioned  in  the  receipt ;  and  the  principle 
applicable  to  such  a  paper  is  that  it  proves  not  only  the 
simple  fact  of  payment,  but  it  may  be  received  to  every  inci- 
dental matter  stated  in  the  declaration,  even  in  an  action 
between  third  persons  {Middleton  v.  Melton^  10.  Bam.  dk 
Cress,,  317).  The  rule  has  been  asserted  to  the  extent  of  a 
disregard  of  all  reference  to  the  circumstance  of  any  privity 
between  the  deceased  and  the  defendant  {Cross  v.  WaUmff- 
iofiy  8  Bam,  dk  Cress.,  556 ;  Whitmash  v.  Oeorge,  3  Brod. 
cfe  Bing.,  132). 

It  is  said,  in  the  text  of  1  PhU.  on  Ev.,  p.  298,  that  "  the 
acknowledgments  by  deceased  stewards,  reeves  and  baliffs^  in 
their  books,  of  the  receipt  of  money  for  which  they  have  been 
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accountable,  are  very  frequently  adduced  in  evidence  by  their 
employers,  or  those  claiming  under  themy  or  hy  strangers;^ 
and,  at  page  299,  it  is  remarked  that  ^^  receipts  for  the  pay- 
ment of  money,  given  to  the  person  making  the  payment, 
appear  to  be  admissible,  after  the  death  of  the  receiver  of  the 
money,  to  prove  the  fact  of  its  having  been  received,  though 
there  exist  no  privity  between  the  deceased  and  the  party 
against  whom  the  evidence  is  tendered.''  Lord  Ellenbobough 
said,  in  Sarrison  v.  Blades,  3  Oamp.^  458,  that  a  tax  gatherer's 
receipts  would  be  evidence,  after  his  death,  to  prove  who  was 
the  occupier  of  certain  premises.  For  ftirther  illustrations 
of  the  rule,  see  Thompson  v.  Stevena,  2  Nott  dk  McCord^ 
493 ;  Chase  v.  Smith,  6  Vem.  Hep.,  559 ;  Barker  v.  Bay, 
2  Btiss.  Rep.,  31,  note  h;  WHbor  v.  Selden,  6  Cow.,  162; 
Zdand  v.  Cam^eron,  31  JT.  Y. 

It  follows  that  the  claim  of  title  made  by  the  defendant, 
founded  upon  the  sale  under  the  execution  against  Francis 
Price,  is  of  no  validity. 

There  should  be  judgment  for  the  plaintiff,  with  costs,  and 
the  judgment  should  provide  that  the  defendant,  and  all 
persons  claiming  under  him,  be  forever  barred  from  all  claim 
to  any  estate  of  inheritance  or  freehold,  or  term  of  years,  in 
possession,  reverson  or  remainder,  to  the  premises  described 
in  the  notice  by  which  this  proceeding  was  conmienced. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

I 
PusEY  et  al.  agt  Bbadlet  et  al. 

i 

In  an  action  to  enforce  a  lien  the  coort  has  the  right,  even  after  the  issue  | 

Joined,  to  make  any  person  a  party  who  may  be  necessary  to  a  full  ! 

determination  of  the  equities  inyolyed. 

While  it  is  questionable  whether  a  creditor  who  procures  a  preference  by  a 
lien  may  not  be  obliged  to  surrender  it  in  order  to  conmience  proceed- 
ings under  the  bankrupt  act,  it  would  be  against  equity  to  allow  him  to 
uige  the  bankruptcy  of  his  debtor  in  one  tribunal  and  in  another  avail 
hiimself  of  the  adyantages  of  his  lien. 

Proceedings  in  a  state  court  may  be  suspended  or  controlled  by  the  federal 
courts,  not  by  acting  directly  on  the  former,  but  by  acting  on  the  parties 
through  the  instrumentality  of  an  injunction. 

JV^ew  York  General  Terrn^  December^  1878. 

Bbadt,  c/. — K  the  daim  of  Bradley  and  Nicholson  is  not 
just  it  can  be  contested  by  the  company  in  the  proceeding 
to  enforce  the  lien  acquired  by  the  laws  of  this  state  {Chap. 
402  Laws  1854,^.  1086,  §§  13  and  14;  I/ma  1868,^,  324; 
Laws  IVlOjp.  1283).  The  plaintiffs  are  not  therefore  entitled 
to  the  continnanee  of  the  injunction  granted  in  all  respects. 
This  conchision  is  the  result  of  several  examinations  of  this 
controversy,  so  fkr  as  it  is  disclosed  by  the  papers.  K  the 
company  was  in  collusion  with  Bradley  and  Nicholson  or  were 
friendly  to  them  and  their  daim,  it  would  be  otherwise  as  to 
the  plaintiff  Pusey,  but  it  is  not  so.  The  company,  on  the 
contrary,  are  adverse  to  them  and  deny  the  validity  of  their 
alleged  demand,  having  already  appeared  in  the  action 
brought  to  enforce  it,  and  set  up  substantially  the  same  matters 
in  defense  which  are  here  relied  upon.  Whatever  may  be 
legally  proved  to  show  the  falsity  of  the  daim  made,  can  be 
given  in  evidence  in  the  action  to  enforce  the  lien.    The 
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company  is  therefore  in  a  position  to  secure  its  own  rights,  and, 
if  successf  ol,  the  apprehensions  of  the  plaintiffs  will  be  gronnd- 
less;  but  if  otherwise,  then  the  defendants  Bradlej  and 
Nicholson  mnst  be  regarded  as  justified  in  their  proceedings 
so  far  as  they  may  be  successftd.  The  plaintiff  Pusey  being 
only  a  creditor  of  the  company,  and  the  debtor  haviug  done 
nothing  unlawful  to  his  injury,  either  directly  or  indirectly, 
by  collusion  or  otherwise,  and  the  defendants  Bradley  and 
Nicholson  having  resorted  to  a  legal  mode  of  redress,  in  which 
the  rights  of  the  company  can  be  protected,  it  seems  that  he  is 
not  in  the  relation  to  the  parties,  or  either  of  them,  which 
entitles  him  to  demand  from  this  court  its  equitable  inter- 
ference to  the  extent  asked. 

It  may  be  here  remarked,  also,  that  in  the  action  to  enforce 
the  lien  there  can  be  little  doubt,  under  the  provisions  of 
section  14  of  the  act  creating  it  (supra)  and  of  the  Code,  that 
the  court  in  which  it  is  pending  has  the  right,  after  issue  joined, 
to  make  any  person  a  party  who  may  be  necessary  to  a  full 
determination  of  all  the  equities  involved.  In  regard,  how- 
evei:,  to  the  proceediugs  in  bankruptcy^  a  different  result  must 
ensue.  The  plaintiff  Pusey  had  taken  a  large  amount  of  the 
bonds  of  the  company,  and  the  extraordinary  proceedings  in 
bankruptcy  are,  if  continued,  well  calculated  to  destroy  the 
value  of  his  securities  and  to  deprive  him  of  his  compensation 
for  meritorious  services  in  constructing  the  road,  and  in  that 
way  contributing  to  the  security  of  the  defendants  Bradley 
and  Nicholson,  assuming  their  lien  to  be  good.  The  defendants 
Bradley  and  Nicholson  cannot  avail  themselves  of  their 
advantages  acquired  by  the  lien,  and  urge  the  bankruptcy  ot 
the  company,  which  might  be  attended  with  disastrous  conse- 
quences, at  the  same  time  in  different  tribunals  upon  a  disputed 
daim.  It  would  be  against  principles  of  natural  justice  and 
equity  to  allow  such  an  oppressive  course  of  procedure.  It  is 
true  that  it  may  be  well  questioned  whether  the  creditor  who 
secures  a  preference  by  lien  is  not  obliged  to  surrender  it  in 
order  to  commence  proceedings  under  the  bankrupt  act,  but 
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this  qnestioii  we  are  not  called  upon  now  to  consider.  Upon 
the  propriety  of  restraining  the  party  in  these  proceedings, 
the  views  expressed  by  justice  Fanoheb  in  thjs  case,  at  special 
term,  meet  with  our  approbation.  The  parties  to  fraudulent 
or  oppressive  proceedings  in  another  court  may  be  enjoined. 

This  is  a  distinction  pointed  out  in  Schuyler  agt.  PelUssier 
(3  jEdw,^  ch,,  203,  205),  and  is  recognized  in  ex  parte  Christie 
(8  ffow.  U.  S.y  292,  p.  318).  Justice  Stoby  declared  in  the 
case  last  cited  that  proceedings  in  a  state  court  might  be  sus- 
pended or  controlled,  not  by  acting  on  the  courts,  but  by  acting 
on  the  parties  throngb  the  inrtramentaUty  of  an  injunction  or 
other  remedial  proceeding.  And  Suthbslakd,  justice,  in  Jf. 
r.  cfe  2r.  H.  B.  B.  Co.  agt.  Schuyler  (17  jSow?.,  464),  pro- 
nounced the  same  doctrine.  See  also  decision  of  justice 
Inoraham  to  sftne  effect  in  same  case  (8  Ahb.  Pr.  Bep.^  239) 
In  this  litigation  the  defendants  Bradley  and  Nicholson  and 
the  company  are  already  before  this  court  in  another  action  in 
reference  to  the  subject-matter  of  this  action,  and  at  the  insti- 
gation of  the  defendants  Bradley  and  Nicholson,  and  there  is 
therefore  an  additional  reason  why  the  control  of  parties 
should  be  exercised.  They  invoked  the  jurisdiction  of  this 
ooort  and  mu^t  abide  by  it.  By  enjoining  them  from  pro- 
eeeding  in  bankruptcy  and  permitting  their  action  to  enforce 
their  lien  to  proceed,  substantial  justice  will  be  done  to  all 
parties.  The  order  made  at  special  term  will  be  modified 
accordingly. 

LroBAHAM,  P.  J.,  concurred.  • 
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OTSEGO  COUNTY  COURT. 

Stephen  'KnsnsnsYj  Appellant,  agt.  Andbew  Pudket, 

Bespondent 

Where  the  terma  of  a  parol  eorUraet  between  the  phdntiff  and  def endani  an 
in  dispute,  and  the  evidence  presents  a  question  of  fact  for  the  justice 
to  determine  what  those  terms  were,  and  he  finds  in  accordance  with  the 
evidence  and  claim  of  the  defendant,  unless  there  has  been  some  error 
committed  in  the  admission  or  rejection  of  evidence,  the  judgment 
upon  that  finding  cannot  be  disturbed.  ^ 

This  action  was  brought  by  the  plaintiff  to  recover  the 
balance  due  him  from  the  defendant  on  account,  and  also 
damages  for  the  breach  bj  the  defendant  of  an  alleged  contract 
entered  into  by  him  with  the  plaintiff,  in  the  fall  of  1870,  to 
build  a  line  fence,  in  consideration  of  the  right  or  privily 
of  cutting  what  wood  he  desired  to  cut  from  the  timber 
standing  on  a  specified  portion  of  the  plaintiff's  premises, 
during  the  following  winter. 

The  plaintiff  recovered  judgment  in  the  justice's  court  for 
seventeen  dollars,  besides  costs,  which  included  only  the  valae 
of  the  wolod  cut,  as  damages ;  that  value  and  the  items  of 
account  proved  amounting  to  the  seventeen  dollars. 

From  such  judgment  the  plaintiff  appeals. 

JsNKS  &  Matteson,  for  appellarU,  on  the  point  that  the 
statute  of  frauds  did  not  apply  to  the  case,  because  that  part 
of  the  contract  which  was  required  to  be  in  writing  was  fbllj 
executed,  cited  Thomas  agt.  Dichinaon  (2  Kem.^  364); 
Johnson  agt.  Hathom  (2  Keyesj  483 ;  23  Barb.^  481) ;  Bm^ 
nett  agt.  Abrams  (41  Barh.y  621) ;  Cogger  agt  Lansing  (57 
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Barb.y  421) ;  Scmie  agt.  Same  (4  Hwnd^  650) ;  Shepherd  agt. 
Xi^fo,  (14  e/e>An.,  210);  AUen  agt.  /S^fre  (8  8eU.,  648); 
Pfl^^  agt.  Jfori**  (5  Gray  492) ;  80  R(yw.^  101. 

On  the  point  that  this  contract  was  good  as  a  license,  cited 
Br%kme  agt.  Pltmmer  (7  Maine^  447) ;  Pierpont  agt.  -ffar- 
nar(?  (6  JT.  Y.  Jl.,  279) ;  BenneU  agt.  /Sbo«  (18  Barh.y  847.) 

D.  L.  Atktks,  for  respondent^  Ist.  That  the  contract  was 
void,  being  within  the  statute  of  frauds,  cited  White  agt. 
Steoenson  (4  Denio,  198) ;  SaUereaU  agt.  ^a««  (1  HiU,^  58) ; 
-ff<3i&W£?«  agt.  SacJceU  (15  5arJ.,  96) ;  8  R.  S.y  220,  5  ed.^  §§  6 
oni  8;  29  ChaHea  /.,  oA.  3,  §§  1-4;  Oreen  agt.  Armstrong 
(1  -Dtfnio,  660);  TTorr^  agt.  Ldand  (2  ^orJ.,  613);  Von 
Beck  agt.  ^(w  (50  Ba/rh.^  302) ;  Ooodyeanr  agt.  Yo^mrgh  (39 
5(w.  Pa  5.  377) ;  Bmgham  Esoeoutory  SdleSy  JR.  P.  (176, 
200,  tfrf.  1872);  3  B.  S.  JV.  T.,  221,  §  8. 

2nd.  Good  as  a  license,  but  not  as  a  contract,  Bttck  agt. 
Pidcmell  (27  Yer.^  157) ;  King  agt.  Brcywn  (2  HiUy  485) ; 
Zw*  agt.  Sherman  (25  A,  433) ;  Frien  agt.  LoriUard  (19 
iT.  r;,  299) ;  Bradwell  agt.  German  (2  i>^w?,  87) ;  FtZ^wi  agt. 
Jfor^  (1  Bertioj  602,  606) ;  Zoohvood  agt.  Barnes  (3  ZTt?/, 
128);  44  ^arJ.,  162;  46  ilT.  F.,  162;  ITones  agt.  ZTmi^r  (2 
HiUy  116);  Zi«fo  agt.  ITiZwm  (4  K  D.  5^i<A,422);  19  N. 
r.,299;  89  5(w^.,  377. 

3d.  As  to  the  true  measure  of  damages,  2  J7iS,  485 ;  7 
Cbw.,  92 ;  6  Met.y  417 ;  Sihemail  agt.  (7oZ<5  (12  Barb.,  685) ; 
i>y^  agt.  Grooves  (37  7^.,  369) ;  Baldwin  agt.  Palmer  (10 
iT.  F.,  232) ;  Z&Jft*  agt  Weatherwax  (38  ZTow?.,  386) ;  Mle 
agt.  ./tttfow  (24  Ftfw^,  97) ;  Fuller  agt.  J?^  (38  OW.,  99) ; 
J%<wkM  agt.  Dickinson  (12  Jt.  Z.,  864);  14  B.^  90. 

4th.  The  unperformed  part  of  the  contract  by  defendant 
to  build  a  fence  was  within  the  statute  of  frauds.  Cook  agt. 
Steams  {11  Mass.,  533);  1  Chit  Gen.  Pr.,  359;  Bennett  agt. 
Scutt  (18  B.y  847) ;  Goodrich  agt.  .7tm^»  (2  ZKK,  143) ;  Selden 
agt  DdavmrCy  Ac.  (29  iT.  y.,  634);  Houghtaili/ng  agt. 
HoughtaiUng  (5  Barh.^  384). 
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5th.  Yoid  contract  amounting  to  a  Ucense,  either  party 
oonld  stop  short  at  anj  time  and  be  protected  as  to  what  wag 
done,  Houston  agt.  Laffle  (46  N.  Ha^p,j  505) ;  Nye  agt. 
TaggaH  (40  Vt,  295);  Duinem  agt.  Rich  (22  Wis.  R, 
650);  1  Wash.  O.  C.  R.j  411-419,  2  ed.;  Bingham  im 
Exeovitory  Sales^  JR.  P.  166,  ed.  1872 ;  Swain  agt.  Seamam 
(9  WaU.y  254). 

6th.  Although  the  justice  had,  at  plaintiff's  request, 
adopted  a  wrong  rule  of  damages,  yet  having  afterwards 
received  proofs  establishing  a  proper  measure  of  damages,  it 
was  his  duty  to  apply  the  rule  of  law  proper  upon  all  the 
proofs,  which  he  did  4  Derdoy  131-X75;  2  HiU,  125;  8 
Barh.j  888-496 ;  44  Barb.,  641 ;  43  N.  T.,  298  \^N.Y. 
896 ;  45  N.  Y.,  27. 

7th.  A  contract  ^^  to  build  some  fence  for  some  wood,"  is 
void  for  uncertainty,  Peoh  agt.  Ralsey  (2  P.  Wms.,  387) ; 
Suitton  agt.  Sutton  (9  Sim.,  582) ;  Firgo  agt  OiMer  (3  Stark^ 
189) ;  Foot  agt.  WM  (59  B.,  38,  236) ;  Chit,  on  Con.,  66 
{oitsd  30  N.  T.  Dig.,  150) ;  Klimpeter  agt.  Harrigan  (31 L 
Ann,  196);  18  Barb.,  347;  Sioain  agt.  Seamam  (9  FoO., 
254).' 

W.  B.  Edwabds,  County  Judge. — The  contract  between 
the  parties  was  by  parol.  The  plaintiff's  claim  is  that  the 
defendant,  in  consideration  of  the  right  to  cut  what  wood  he 
desired  during  the  winter  of  1870  and  1871,  upon  a  certain 
part  of  the  plaintiff's  premises,  agreed  to  build  the  entire 
line  fence  between  plaintiff's  &rm  and  that  occupied  by 
defendant,  one-half  of  which  the  plaintiff  was  liable  to  bnild. 
That  the  defendant,  under  such  agreement,  had  cut  and 
removed  aU  the  wood  he  desired  from  the  plaintiff's  premises, 
at  the  place  specified,  and  that  the  agreement  on  the  part  of 
the  plaintiff  had,  in  all  respects,  been  fulfilled.  That  the 
defendant  has  failed  to  build  the  line  fence,  and  was  therefore 
liable  to  the  plaintiff  in  damages,  and  that  such  damages 
included  the  value  of  such  a  fence  as  was  to  be  built 
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The  claim  of  the  defendant,  on  the  other  hand,  is  that,  in 
consideration  of  the  wood  he  might  take,  he  was  to  bnild 
WTM  fence^  the  quantity  and  kind  being  indefinite. '  He  also 
claims  that  the  contract  was  void  by  statute,  and  he  is  liable 
only  to  the  extent  of  the  value,  in  the  tree,  of  the  wood 
which  he  cut. 

The  evidence  of  the  plaintiff  in  reference  to  the  contract 
is  as  follows:  "Defendant  *  *  *  formerly  joined  farms 
with  me.  *  *  *  While  he  owned  this  farm  we  made  an 
agreement  to  make  a  fence.  A  year  ago  last  £Eill  I  came  up 
to  his  house.  *  *  *  He  said  he  wanted  to  make  a  bargain 
with  me.  Said  he  wanted  to  get  wood  on  my  land  that  winter 
where  he  had  been  cutting  wood  the  winter  before.  He  said 
if  I  woxdd  let  him  get  wood  where  he  did  the  winter  before, 
he  would  miike  the  line  fence  clear  through  the  whole  of  it ; 
the  line  fence  between  John  Pudney  and  me.  The  defendant 
occupied. the  farm;  he  is  son  of  John.  He  said  he  had 
made  part  of  the  fence  and  would  make  the  whole  of  it.  *  * 
I  told  him  I  would  do  it  —  he  might  call  it  a  bargain  —  to  get 
the  wood  at  the  place  spoken  of.  *  *  *  He  continued 
getting  wood  there  during  the  winter.  He  got  all  he  chose 
to.  He  had  already  built  fifteen  or  twenty  rods  of  this  line 
fence  when  this  a^ement  was  made.  He  was  to  build  it 
last  spring  or  fore  part  of  summer.  *  *  *  Cross-examination: 
*  *  No  price  agreed  upon  as  to  value  of  the  fence ;  there 
was  nothing  said  as  to  quality  or  kind  of  fence.  He  said  he 
had  made  a  piece  of  board  fence  aud  wanted  to  finish  it 
through.  He  said  he  would  make  the  fence  all  the  way 
through.** 

The  testimony  of  ti)e  defendant  as  to  the  contract  was  as 
follows:  "I  told  him  (plaintiff)  I  wanted  some  fence  built 
there,  and  I  said  if  he  would  let  me  go  on  and  cut  some 
wood  I  would  build  some  fence.  He  said  well,  and  would 
eome  up  and  show  me  where  to  chop.  He  came  and  showed 
me  where  to  chop  and  I  went  on  and  cut.  Nothing  was  said 
as  to  the  kind  of  fence  I  was  to  build.    Nothing  was  said  as 


t68  10;W  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 

Kinney  agt  Padney. 

to  how  much  fence,  or  as  to  any  distance  between  any  points, 
or  as  to  how  much  wood  I  should  get.  I  did  not  tell  the 
plaintiff  that  I  wonld  build  a  good  board  fence  all  the  way  on 
the  line.  *  *  *  Crocfis-ezamination :  *  *  *  I  told 
him  we  wanted  the  fence  there ;  that  was  the  first  said.  I 
told  him  if  he  would  let  me  cut  what  wood  I  wanted,  I  would 
build  some  fence.  He  said  I  might,  and  he  would  show  me 
where  to  chop.    This  is  all  that  was  said." 

From  this  evidence  it  is  apparent  that  the  terms  of  the 
contract  were  in  dispute  before  the  justice.  K  the  contnct 
was  as  testified  to  by  the  defendant,  the  plaintiff  could  only 
recover  upon  this  cause  of  action  the  value  of  the  wood  cnt, 
which  was  proved  to  be  some  ten  dollars.  The  evidence  pre- 
sents a  question  of  fact  for  the  justice  to  determine  what  the 
terms  of  the  contract  were.  He  has  found  in  accordance 
with  the  evidence  and  claim  of  the  defendant,  and  unleas 
there  has  been  some  error  committed  in  the  admission  or 
rejection  of  evidence,  the  judgment  upon  that  finding  cannot 
be  disturbed. 

The  justice  allowed  the  defendant  to  show,  under  plaintifPs 
objection,  the  quantity  of  wood  cut  under  the  agreement,  that 
it  was  cut  from  growing  timber,  and  its  value  per  cord  in  the 
tree.  If  the  contract  had  been  as  the  plaintiff  claims  it  was, 
the  same  having  been  fulfilled  by  him  in  all  respects,  and  the 
defendant  having  received  all  he  stipulated  for,  or  at  least  all 
he  desired  under  it,  I  think  he  would  have  been  bound  to 
perform  what  he  undertook  by  the  contract  to  do,  and,  in 
default  so  to  do,  would  have  been  liable  for  the  damages  sos- 
tained  by  the  plaintiff  by  reason  of  his  default,  which  wonld 
include  the  value  of  the  fence  agreed  to  be  built,  and  in  that 
.  view  of  the  case  the  evidence  of  the  quantity  and  value  of 
the  wood  cut  would  have  been  inadmissible,  but  the  justice 
has  found  the  contract  to  be  as  testified  by  the  defendant. 
He  was  authorized  so  to  find,  and  I  think  the  defendant  b'able 
under  the  contract  thus  established  only  for  the  value  of  the 
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wood  cat,  and  in  that  view  of  the  case  the  evidence  objected 
to  was  admifiBible. 

These  are  the  only  rulings  made  by  the  jostice  against  the 
plaintiff  which  he  claims  were  erroneous,  and  it  follows  for 
the  reasons  given  that  the  judgment  of  the  justice  must  be 
affirmed,  with  costs. 


tM  KSW  TORK  FRAOnCB  RBPORTS. 


Deal  agt  Peof^ 


SUPREME  COURT. 

Edwabd  Dsirr  agt.  The  Psoplb. 

Where  on  a  writ  qf  error  the  prisoner  daimB  that  his  trial,  conyiction  and 
sentence  for  a  felony  should  be  rerersed  on  the  ground  that  it  does  not 
appear  that  the  prisoner  was  present  on  the  trial,  and  because  it  does 
not  appear  that  the  prisoner  before  sentence  was  asked  what  he  had  to 
say  why  Judgment  should  not  be  pronounced  against  him,  must  cause  to 
be  made  up  and  returned  to  this  court  ti  judgment  record. 

The  return  to  the  writ  of  error,  which  contains  merely  the  indictment,  the 
testimony,  the  charge  of  the  court,  the  verdict  and  sentence,  which  is  the 
ordinaiy  return  on  a  bill  of  exceptions,  is  insufficient  to  present  the  groimds 
urged  for  a  reversal  by  the  prisoner. 

JPirat  Department^  Neuo  York  OeneroU  Term^  JwMj  1873. 

Brfore  Inqraham,  P.  J,y  Brady  cmd  Fanohbr,  JJ, 

The  priBoner  was  tried  in  the  oyer  and  terminer  and  con- 
▼icted  of  a  felony.  A  writ  of  error  was  brought  to  this  court 
The  return  to  the  writ  of  error  contains  the  indictment,  the 
testimony,  the  charge  of  the  conrt,  the  verdict,  and  the  sen- 
tence. Ko  record  appearis  to  have  been  made  up,  and  none 
is  returned  to  this  court. 

Ingraham,  p.  J, — To  sustain  this  writ  of  error  it  is  claimed 
that  the  judgment  should  be  {Bversed,  because  it  does  not 
appear  that  die  prisoner  was  present  on  the  trial,  and  becaase 
it  does  not  appear  that  the  prisoner  before  sentence  was  asked 
what  he  had  to  say  why  judgment  should  not  be  pronounced 
against  him. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  but  that  both  of  the  matters  referred 
to  were  necessary  to  give  validity  to  the  proceedings  on  the 
trial.  The  presence  of  the  prisoner  is  required  by  statute  (8 
Revised  Statutes^  1027).    The  inquiry  as  to  reasons  against  the 
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Bentence  has  been  always  deemed  necessary  in  England  and 
this  conntry  in  capital  cases,  and  generally  also  in  cases  of 
felonies.  The  only  qnestion,  therefore,  is*  whether,  as  this 
case  is  presented  to  ns,  we  have  any  retnm  that  will  authorize 
US  to  pass  npon  this  question.  There  is  no  reoord  of  judgment 
returned  to  us.  The  prisoner  might,  if  he  had  seen  fit, 
required  the  record  to  be  made  up  by  the  district  attorney,  and, 
if  not  done  by  him,  the  prisoner  was  allowed  to  make  it  up 
under  the  direction  of  the  court  (3  H.  S.j  1031).  He  has 
not  done  so,  but  contented  himself  with  the  evidence  and  the 
verdict  and  sentence. 

The  law  allows  the  clerk,  on  the  filing  of  a  writ  of  error, 
to  return  a  transcript  of  the  indictment,  bill  of  exceptions  and 
judgment  of  the  court,  certified  by  the  clerk  (3  B.  S.,  1034). 
Neither  of  the  matters  required  to  be  returned  would  furnish 
any  evidence  as  to  the  ground  relied  on  in  this  case.  It  is 
not  necessary,  in  a  bill  of  exceptions,  to  state  the  presence  of 
the  prisoner  on  the  trial,  nor,  in  entering  the  judgment  of  the 
court  on  the  minutes,  is  it  necessary  to  state  what  preceded 
the  judgment.  If  the  prisoner  wishes  to  avail  himself  of 
such  objections,  he  should  apply  to  have  the  judgment  record 
made  up,  which,  when  settled  by  the  court,  would  show  the 
proceedings  on  the  trial.  The  decision  of  the  court  of  appeals 
in  Meaner  agt.  The  People  (46  JT.  Y,y  1),  settles  the  question ' 
raised  here,  if  there  had  been  a  judgment  record  returned. 

In  the  present  ^tate  of  the  criminal  law,  the  necessity  for 
such  strictness  could  be  relaxed  without  injury  to  the  prisoner. 
No  cases  are  now  tried  where  prisoners  are  not  defended  by 
counsel,  and  when  the  prisoner  is  present,  as  he  must  be  to  be 
sentenced,  there  would  seem  to  be  no  hardship  in  requiring 
him  to  claim  the  privilege,  if  he  insists  upon  it,  before 
judgment  is  pronounced. 

I  am  of  the  opinion  that  this  case  does  not  present  the 
necessary  facts  on  which  the  prisoner's  objections  are  based, 
and  that,  if  he  intended  to  urge  them,  he  should  have  applied 
for  the  making  up  of  the  judgment. 
Vol.  XLVI  84 
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The  bill  of  exceptdoiiB  is  made  by  the  prisoner,  and  to  pennit 
him  to  take  advantage  of  omissions  made  by  him  therein, 
would  be  opening  a  door  for  the  introduction  of  a  conrse  of 
proceeding  not  calculated  to  entitle  the  administratioii  of 
justice  to  respect. 

The  judgment  should  be  aflSrmed. 

Fanoheb  and  Brady,  J  J.,  concurred. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

Thb  Pbople  est  rd.  Ellbn  ELawley  agt.  Abraham  L.  Easlb, 

auditor  of  accounts. 

Same  agt.  AimsBw  H.  Gbben,  comptroller  of  the  city  of 

New  York. 

Where  a  balance  of  a  eUnm  against  the  county  of  New  York,  ronning 
from  September  1, 1871,  to  March  1, 1872,  for  cleaning  the  court-room  of 
the  court  of  common  pleas,  the  original  claim  being  audited  by  the  board 
of  saperyisors'  of  the  county,  such  audit  is  sufficient  authority  for  the 
comptroll^  to  pay  it  where  no  fraud  or  mistake  is  alleged.  The  claim  is 
a  proper  one  against  the  county. 

P^haps  now  it  may  be  necessary  to  require  the  auditor  of  accounts  to 
audit  this  balance  in  order  to  compel  the  comptroller  to  pay  it 

A  mandamus  against  each  officer  allowed. 

JPirst  Jvdioicbl  Districtj  New  YorJc^  Septemherj  Special 
Term,  1878. 

These  were  mj>tion8  argued  together  for  peremptory  writs 
of  mandamus;  one  to  compel  auditor  Earle  to  audit  and 
allow,  and  the  other  to  compel  comptroller  Green  to  approve 
and  pay  to  the  relator  the  sum  of  $312. 

The  relator  was  employed  in  the  year  1868,  by  the  board 
of  supervisors  of  the  county  of  New  York,  to  clean  the  rooms 
in  the  county  cotirt-house  used  by  the  court  of  common 
pleas,  and  continued  in  such  employment  up  to  August,  1872 ; 
except  in  October  and  November,  1871,  when  disabled  by  a 
fidl  from  a  horse  car,  the  work  was  done  by  the  relator's 
daughter  and  other  cleaners. 

The  compensation  to  be  paid  was  fixed  by  a  resolution  of 
the  board  at  two  dollars  per  day,  and  the  bill  or  claim  of  the 
relator  was  audited  and  allowed  May  13th,  1872,  by  the  said 
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board  at  $416  for  her  services,  extending  from  September  Ist, 

1871,  to  March  .1st,  1872. 

A  part  of  this  sum  was  paid  by  the  comptroller,  but 
because  of  alleged  absence  from  duty  by  the  relator,  payment 
of  the  entire  amount  due  was  refused  and  audit  denied. 

The  moving  papers  also  show  that  there  were  funds  appli- 
cable to  the  relator's  claim ;  that  she  was  a  widow  in  desti- 
tute circumstances,  and  that  the  usual  demands  for  audit  and 
payment  had  been  made. 

Abraham  B.  Lawbenoe,  for  rdatar. 
Gbobge  p.  AiTOBEws,  for  respondents. 

Fanoheb,  J. — The  claim  of  the  relator  in  the  proceedings 
was  audited  as  a  county  charge  by  the  supervisors.  She  had 
been  paid  on  account  of  it  $104,  leaving  a  balance  of  $312. 
For  the  period  between  September  1st,  1871,  and  March  Ist, 

1872,  she  has  not  been  paid,  although  there  is  an  appropria- 
tion for  such  purposes.  I  think  the  audit  by  the  supervisors 
was  sufficient,  as  the  services  for  which  the  diaim  is  made 
were  rendered^  to  the  county.  It  is  very  doubtful  whether 
the  auditor  or  even  the  comptroller  can  now  disallow  the 
daim  where  no  fraud  or  mistake  is  alleged.  Although  the 
relator  was  disabled  by  an  accident  from  personally  perform- 
ing all  the  services,  it  appears  they  were  performed  for  her 
by  her  daughter  and  others.  Ko  injustice  will  be  done  the 
county  by  payment  for  services  which  were  in  good  fidth  thus 
rendered.  The  claim  is,  moreover,  legal  and  just.  A  man- 
damus must  issue  for  the  payment  of  the  claim ;  and  to  obvi- 
ate any  technical  difficulty  in  the  way  of  the  comptroller,  the 
auditor  must  be  directed,  also  by  mandamus,  to  audit  the 
claim  for  the  amount  of  the  balance  due  the  relator. 

Perhaps  such  an  order  is  necessary. 
Motions  granted. 
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N.  T.  SUPERIOR  COURT. 
GiLBEBT  Giles  agt  William  Ausmr. 

Equitable  relief,  in  cases  of  penalties  and  forfeitures,  is  limited  to  such  casss 
as  admit  of  compensation,  according  to  the  original  intent  of  the  parties. 

In  cases  where  the  penalty  or  forfeiture  is  designed  to  secure  the  payment 
of  aoertain  sum  of  money,  a  court  of  equi^  will  afford  relief  on  payment 
of  the  money  secured,  with  interest 

As  to  the  coTenants  in  question  contained  in  the  lease,  the  principal  end  to 
be  attained  was  the  payment  to  the  landlord  of  the  rent  reserved,  and 
the  discharge  of  the  estate  from  the  taxes  and  assessments  which  might 
be  imposed  during  the  term.  The  right  of  re-entry  reserved  to  the  land- 
loid  is  the  ultimate  sanction  operating  to  secure  the  performance  of  the 
tenant*s  obligations  under  the  lease. 

Special  Term^  Marchy  1878. 

Joseph  H.  QiLOAJi^yforjilaintiff. 
Thos.  B.  BbowkinGj/ot  d^mdami. 

Van  Vobst,  J. — ^If  this  was  a  re-entry  sought  to  be  enforced 
on  account  of  the  nt^-payment  of  rent  to  the  landlord,  there 
would  he  no  difficulty  in  determining  whether  equitable  relief 
could  be  afforded  the  tenant,  and  he  be  relieved  from  the  for- 
feitures occasioned  by  his  breach  of  the  covenants  in  the  lease, 
as  compensation  could  yet  be  made  to  the  landlord  by  order- 
ing the  payment  to  him  of  the  amount  with  interest,  and  by 
the  imposition  of  such  other  terms  as  would  be  just  and  equi- 
table.   Although  the  obligation  is  in  his  favor,  yet  the  taxes 
and  assessments,  which  the  tenant  failed  to  meet,  when  due 
and  payable,  do  not  go  directly  to  the  landlord,  but  to  the 
government    The  omission  to  pay  them  at  the  time  appointed 
subjects  the  land  upon  which  they  are  a  lien  and  burden  to 
^e,  and  the  landlord's  title  to  jeopardy. 
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Yet  I  cannot  but  conclude  that  when  the  taxes  are  actually 
paid  by  the  tenant,  whether  at  the  time  they  became  dne  or 
Bubeeqaently,  the  real  object  and  intent  of  the  parties,  the 
discharge  of  the  land  from  the  lien,  is  substantially  attained. 
Espedidly  would  this  be  so  if  no  steps  had  been  taken,  dl]^ 
ing  the  period  of  default,  for  the  sale  of  the  land  on  acconnt 
of  their  non-payment. 

The  object  of  the  landlord  in  demanding  this  covenant 
from  the  tenant  was  to  shift  from  himself,  the  amUj  npon 
the  tenant  who  was  to  occupy  the  land,  these  legal  burdens. 
In  view  of  this  assumption  by  the  tenant  of  the  payment  of 
taxes  and  assessments,  the  amount  of  rent  to  be  paid  by  him 
was  doubtless  adjusted. 

In  the  case  of  Higgina  agt.  The  Rector^  etc.,  of  Trinity 
Okwrdh  (48  N.  Y.y  632),  it  was  held  that  the  covenant  of  a 
tenant  to  pay  taxes  and  assessments  is  an  obligation  in  &vor 
of  the  landlord  which  the  latter  might  enforce  by  action,  in 
which  he  might  recover  the  amount  of  the  taxes  and  assess- 
ments from  die  tenant,  although  he  had  not  himself  actually 
paid  them. 

The  court  says,  ^^  the  covenant  is  broken  when  the  defend- 
ant neglects  to  pay  taxes  and  assessments  duly  imposed. 
The  defendant  is  not  at  liberty  to  say  that  it  is  the  debt  of 
the  plaintiffs ;  let  them  first  pay  it  and  I  will  pay  them.  It 
is  his  own  debt,  made  so  by  the  terms  of  his  covenant" 

If  this  be  so,  and  the  obligation  be  a  debt  crated  by  the 
tenant,  there  is  no  more  difficulty  in  ascertaining  the  amount 
of  compensation  to  be  paid  by  the  tenant,  to  be  relieved  from 
the  legal  consequences  of  his  default,  than  if  it  was  the 
result  of  a  &ilure  promptly  to  pay  his  rent. 

The  amount  of  taxes  and  assessments  is  definitely  fixed 
and  limited  when  imposed,  and  the  time  of  their  payment 
unalterably  r^ulated  by  law,  and  the  amount  of  interest  to 
be  paid  in  case  of  delay  is  also  clearly  established  by  authority. 

If  the  landlord  had  himself  paid  these  taxes  and  assess- 
ments, the  amount  he  would  be  entitled  to  receive,  as  a  con- 
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ditdon  to  the  teuanfB  relief  (if  redriess  was  proper),  could  be 
aocuratelj  adjnsted,  and  fall  compensation  made  him. 

In  the  case  of  &amer  agt.  JBamiah  (6  Jhier,  262)y  it  was 
substantially  held  that  the  clause  of  re-entry,  as  applicable  to 
covenants  for  the  payment  of  rent  or  taxes  or  any  other  sum 
certain,  is  in  equity  treated  as  a  security  for  the  payment  of 
moneys,  and  precise  compensation  can  be  made  for  their 
breach,  and  that  a  forfeiture  for  the  non-payment  of  which  is 
relievftble  in  equity. 

Such  obligations  possess  elements  of  certainty  and  fixed- 
ness as  to  amounts  and  time  of  payment  which  generally 
apply  neither  to  covenant  to  repair  nor  insure. 

But  it  is  claimed  by  the  defendant  that  the  conduct  of  the 
plaintiff  has  been  such  as  to  disentitle  him  to  equitable  relief. 
That  his  laches  cannot  be  excused.  That  he  has  been  willful 
in  his  default,  and  has  exposed  the  reversion  to  danger. 

These  objections  can  be  urged,  to  some  extent,  to  all  cases 
of  de&ult  for  non-payment  of  rent ;  but  as  a  consequence  the 
teuant  mnst,  if  he  would  have  equitable  relief  from  a  for- 
feiture, inevitably  make  compensation  in  damages. 

I  am  not  satisfied  that  the  conduct  of  the  plain  tiff  has  been 
^  willful "  in  such  sense  as  to  deprive  him  of  equitable  con- 
sideration and  relief. 

The  plaintiff  constitutionally  and  by  habit  depended  upon 
others.  The  person  to  whom  he  intrusted  the  liquidation  of 
those  taxes,  and  to  whom  he  gave  the  means  for  this  purpose ; 
neglected  his  duties.  For  years  the  plaintiff  supposed  the 
taxes  and  assessments  had  been  paid,  and  when  spoken  to  by 
defendant  on  the  subject  said  they  were  paid. 

There  is  nothing  in  the  case  which  tends  in  the  slightest 
degree  to  show  that  he  ever  denied  his  obligations  under  the 
lease,  or  that  he  sought  to  evade  them.  And  when  in 
November,  1868,  his  attention  was  definitely  called  to  their 
non-payment,  and  when  after  examination  he  found  them  to 
be  outstanding,  he  expressed  his  willingness  and  his  intention 
to  discharge  these  liens. 


«W  NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 


Giles  agt  AustiiL 


IgDorant  of  the  conseqaenoes  of  his  default^  he  snppoeed 
the  penalty  which  he  would  incur  waa  the  payment  of  * 
increased  interest.  That  the  loss  was  on  him  alone.  He  was 
doubtless  lulled  into  a  mistaken  feeling  of  security  by  the 
&Lcty  as  he  was  advised,  that  his  landlord  had  allowed  assess- 
ments, considerable  in  amount,  to  remain  as  a  charge  and 
lien  upon  the  premises  for  many  years  without  any  apparent 
danger  or  hazard  to  the  property. 

I  would  by  no  adjudication  give  any  license  or  encourage- 
ment to  the  neglect  or  willful  postponement  of  legal  obliga^ 
tions.    The  law  demands  that  they  should  be  promptly  met 

But  in  the  case  of  a  person  of  slender  capacity,  as  this 
plaintiff  is  shown  to  be,  who  through  ignorance  of  the  con- 
sequences of  his  default  in  promptly  meeting  his  legal  obli- 
gations, the  binding  force  of  which  he  does  not  willftdly  dis- 
pute, although  he  negligently  postpones,  and  who  blindly 
relies  upon  the  mistaken  advice  of  others,  in  whom  he  was 
justified  in  confiding,  and  when  an  adequate  compensation 
for  the  de&ult  can  be  ascertained  and  made  in  money,  the 
severe  consequences  of  the  default  being  the  forfeiture  of  a 
considerable  property,  upon  which  he  is  greatly  dependent, 
the  benign  principles  of  equity  should  interfere  to  shield 
him  from  the  strictly  legal  consequences. 

I  cannot  think  but  that  this  plaintiff  should  have  relief  if 
it  can  be  made  upon  principles  which  ordinarily  apply  to 
cases  of  this  nature. 

But  it  is  objected  by  the  defendant  that  if  the  plaintiff  is 
entitled  to  any  relief  he  should  have  sought  it  in  the  ejects 
ment  suit;  that  this  action  is  wholly  unnecessary,  and  its 
commencement,  under  the  circumstances,  itself  a  breach  of 
equity. 

Such  ai^ears  to  have  been  the  opinion  of  the  learned  chief 
justice  when  the  case  was  before  this  court  at  general  term, 
upon  the  appeal  from  the  judgment  entered  upon  the  report 
of  the  referee  granting  the  plaintiff  relief  from  the  forfeiture 
upon  equitable  terms. 
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In  the  opinion  delivered  by  the  chief  justice  he  saysi  ^^If 
he  is  entitled  to  any  relief  he  may  obtain  it  by  proper  answer 
in  the  ejectment  suit  itself;"  and  he  farther  adds,  ^^nor  was 
it  necessary  for  him  to  institute  this  action  for  the  purpose 
of  setting  up  the  equities  acquired  by  him  by  reason  of  the 
payment  of  tsLxes  pendente  lite.  For  if  those  payments  ope- 
rated as  an  equitable  release  and  discharge  of  the  term  from 
the  legal  forfeiture  which  had  been  incurred^  because  of  the 
previous  failure  of  the  tenant  to  perform  his  covenant,  they 
would  have  constituted  a  perfect  defense  to  the  action  of 
ejectment  if  duly  set  forth  in  a  supplemental  answer ;  and  in 
that  case  certainly  the  defendant  then  would  have  been  enti- 
tled, upon  a  proper  motion,  to  an  order  permitting  him  to 
pat  in  such  an  answer ;  and  that  the  bringing  of  this  action 
cottstitutee  such  breaches  of  the  rules  of  equity  and  good 
conscience  as  deprive  him  of  equitable  relief  in  this  suit." 

The  chief  justice,  for  the  reasons  assigned  by  him,  was  in 
&vor  of  a  reversal  of  the  judgment.  Judge  Jones  concurred 
with  the  chief  justice  in  a  reversal  of  the  judgment,  and 
assigned,  as  reasons,  that  '^  the  laches  and  action  of  the  plain- 
tiff have  been  such  as  not  to  entitle  him  to  favorable  considera- 
tion by  a  court  of  equity ;  and,"  he  adds,  '^  I  am  unwilling 
to  make  this  case  a  precedent  for  granting  relief  under  cir- 
cumstances of  such  gross  and  inexcusable  neglect."  The 
judgment  was  accordingly  reversed,  and  the  plaintiff's  com- 
plaint dismissed. 

Judge  iKoKSLL,  who  was  a  member  of  the  court  before 
which  the  appeal  was  argued,  did  not  concur  in  the  reversal 
or  dismissal,  but  was  for  affirmance. 

The  complaint  having  be^n  dismissed  without  awarding  a 
new  trial,  at  a  subsequent  general  term  of  the  court,  upon 
argument,  the  order  reversing  the  judgment  was  so  far 
modified  as  to  award  a  new  trial. 

The  new  trial  was  granted  upon  affidavits  made  by  the 
plaintiff  and  his  counsel,  setting  forth  the  fitcts  and  circum- 
stances under  which  this  action  was  brought ;  showing  thi^ 
Vol.  XLVI  S5 
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the  plaintiff,  in  bringing  the  action,  acted  entirely  upon  the 
advice  of  his  oonnsel,  in  whose  opinion  the  action  was  neces- 
sary adeqaately  to  protect  the  rights  of  the  plaintiff;  that 
the  plaintiff  implicitly  and  confidingly  followed  the  advice 
and  adopted  the  course  suggested  to  him  by  his  counsel  It 
was  the  opinion  of  the  counsel  that  the  relief  from  the  for- 
feitures, to  which  the  plaintiff  was  equitably  entitled,  could 
more  readily  and  with  greater  certainty  be  inquired  into  by 
an  affirmative  action,  in  which  all  the  equitable  rights  of 
both  parties  could  be  ascertained  and  adjusted,  than  by  motion 
in  the  ejectment  suit  for  leave  to  file  a  supplemental  answer 
or  for  a  stay  of  proceedings  upon  the  judgment,  which  motion 
it  was  claimed  would  be  addressed  to  the  discretion  of  the 
court. 

The  opinion  of  the  chief  justice  is  certainly  entitled  to 
great  consideration ;  and  had  the  reversal  of  the  judgment 
upon  the  grounds  urged  by  him  been  concurred  in  by  judge 
JoKiEs,  I  should  feel  bound  to  follow  his  views,  unless  thej 
are  in  opposition  to  other  adjudications  of  this  court  announced 
at  general  term. 

But  the  subsequent  general  term  did  not  decide,  when 
ordering  a  new  trial,  that  the  remedies  open  to  the  defendant 
IB  the  ejectment  suit  debarred  him  from  bringing  an  afBnna- 
tive  action  for  equitable  relief. 

Judge  GuBTis,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court,  says: 
"  The  tendency  of  the  administration  of  justice  is  to  relieve 
from  forfeitures.  Equity  has  always  sought  to  mitigate  the 
harshness  and  severity  of  the  common  law.  The  undenied 
statements  on  which  this  application  is  addressed  to  the  oonrt, 
the  magnitude  of  the  forfeiture  attempted  to  be  enforced, 
the  importance  of  the  interest  at  stake,  the  relative  charac- 
ters, capacities  and  intentions  of  the  parties,  and  their  respect- 
ive claims  to  the  equitable  consideration  of  the  court,  are  all 
matters  that  are  presented  in  this  application.  If,  as  it 
aippears  to  be,  this  case  was  in  part  decided  at  the  general 
term  adversely  to  the  plaintiff  upon  a  point  not  raised  or 
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discussed  there,  a  qnestion  as  to  the  equities  of  his  mode  of 
applying  to  the  court  for  relief  from  the  forfeitures,  then  it 
appears  to  me  that  he  should  have  an  opportunity  of  pre- 
senting the  additional  evidence  of  his  good  faith,  and  the 
equities  of  his  position  as  urged  by  this*  application. 

"  When  a  suitor  of  slender  capacity  and  advanced  in  years 
seeks  to  be  released  from  a  most  onerous  forfeiture,  upon 
such  terms  as  to  the  court  may  seem  equitable  and  as  it  may 
impose,  unless  he  has  taken  a  position  or  performed  acts 
depriving  himself  of  all  claim  to  equitable  consideration,  the 
court  will  be  disposed  to  hear  his  application,  and  in  all 
proper  cases  extend  the  relief  prayed  for  upon  suitable  terms. 

"  The  plaintiflf  sought  relief  by  bill  in  equity  instead  of  by 
motion  to  set  up  his  equities  by  a  supplemental  answer,  and 
as  the  question  respecting  the  fairness  and  propriety  of  his 
course  in  this  respect  was  not  raised  or  discussed  at  the  gene- 
ral term,  but  was  presented  in  its  decision  as  a  prominent 
ground  for  debarring  him  of  his  relief,  and  as  he  now  applies 
upon  verified  statements  that  are  uncontradicted,  alleging 
that  upon  a  new  trial  he  can  show  that  he  acted  in  good  faith 
and  fairness,  and  upon  the  advice  of  able  counsel,  and  upon 
what  they  believed  to  be  the  settled  practice  of  this  court,  it 
is  but  just  and  in  accordance  with  equity  that  he  should  have 
such  an  opportunity  by  proofs  and  arguments  to  present  his 
position  and  protect  it  from  a  new  and  undiscussed  difficulty." 

Upon  the  new  trial  the  plaintiff  gave  evidence  upon  the 
subjects  embraced  in  the  affidavits  which  were  before  the  gene- 
ral term,  and  which  were  the  foundation  for  the  order  grant- 
ing a  new  trial.  ^ 

This  evidence  shows  conclusively  that  in  bringing  this  suit 
the  plaintiff  acted  in  good  faith,  and  upon  the  advice  of  able 
lawyers,  his  counsel,  who,  after  due  consideration,  recom- 
mended this  mode  of  procedure  as  the  safest  remedy  to  secure 
his  equitable  rights  and  beat  t5  determine  the  controversy 
between  the  parties,  and  in  such  manner  as  that  the  claims  of 
each  might  be  fairly  adjusted ;  that  in  giving  such  advice  the 
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connsel  for  the  plaintiff  to  a  very  considerable  extent  relied 
upon  the  opinion  of  this  court  announced  in  Oumer  agt 
Hcmnuh  (6  Duer^  276). 

Before  adverting  to  the  case  of  Oamer  agt.  Hannah  it  may 
be  proper  at  this  point  to  consider  the  provisions  of  the  Code 
affecting  equitable  relief  to  a  defendant.  Section  150  of  the 
Code  provides  that  a  defendant  may  set  forth  by  answer  aa 
many  defenses  and  counter-claims  as  he  may  have,  whether 
they  be  such  as  have  been  heretofore  denominated  legal  or 
equitable,  or  both. 

Section  274  provides  that  the  court  ^^may  grant  to  the 
defendant  any  affirmative  relief  to  which  he  may  be  entitled.'' 

The  equitable  claim  of  the  plaintiff  growing  out  of  his  paj. 
ment  of  the  taxes  and  assessments  arose  after  his  answer  had 
been  interposed  in  the  ejectment  suit,  and  if  available  could 
only  have  been  set  up  by  way  of  supplemental  answer,  per- 
mission to  file  and  serve  which  is  not  a  matter  of  absolute 
right,  but  to  be  obtained  by  motion  addressed  to  the  discre- 
tion of  the  court,  which  is  to  determine  its  sufficiency  as  a 
defense  {MoreU  agt  Oa/reUi,  16  Ahb.^  269). 

Belief  may  also  be  granted  on  a  motion  for  a  stay  of  pro- 
ceedings after  judgment.  But  it  may  well  be  urged  that  the 
ancient  jurisdiction  of  a  court  of  equity  to  relieve  against  a 
technical  forfeiture  is  not  divested  by  the  provisions  of  the 
Code,  above  referred  to,  or  by  a  remedy  afforded  through 
motion  after  judgment  in  a  suit  at  law  addressed  to  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  court.  At  common  law,  in  an  action  of  eject- 
ment brought  to  recover  the  possession  of  land  forfeited  by 
the  failure  of  a  tenant  to  fulfill  his  covenant,  relief  might  be 
had  on  motion  after  judgment  {AUbins  agt.  ChiUon^  11  Metc^^ 
112). 

But  that  such  remedy  was  accessible  was  no  answer  to  a 
bill  in  chancery  filed  for  affirmative  equitable  relief  against 
the  forfeiture.  Either  remedy  could  be  adopted.  In  TiM* 
agt.  Morris  (44  Barh.^  138),  Gboveb,  J.,  held  that  a  party 
was  not  bound  to  set  up  his  equitable  defense  by  answer,  bnt 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.  277 

Giles  agt  Austin. 

conld  bring  liis  action ;  and  so  jealous  is  the  law  for  the  oon- 
Beryation  of  the  tenant's  equitable  rights  against  the  enforce- 
ment of  sanctions  and  penalties  for  his  exclusion  that  it  is 
provided  by  statute  that  within  six  months  after  execution 
upon  a  judgment  in  an  ejectment  suit  he  may  commence  an 
action  for  relief  {R.  5.,  5th  ed.j  vol.  8,  p.  830,  §  7). 

An  earlier  application  before  trial  to  stay  the  same  and 
avoid  its  expense  should  be  regarded  with  favor. 

If  the  payment  of  the  taxes  and  assessments  by  the  tenant 
after  forfeiture  was  no  defense,  as  is  claimed,  section  150 
could  not  aid  Lim,  as  it  provides  only  for  setting  forth  of 
defenses,  and  it  has  been  adjudged  that  the  provisions  of 
section  274  do  not  apply  to  cases  of  this  character. 

Garner  agt  Hcm/nah  (6  Duer^  276)  was  decided  at  a  gene- 
ral term  of  this  court  in  1857.  I  do  not  find  that  the  authority 
of  this  case  has  been  questioned.  Chief  justice  Basboub 
does  not  allude  to  it  in  his  opinion. 

That  was  an  action  of  ejectment.  The  plaintiff  claimed  to 
recover  the  possession  of  land  under  a  clause  of  a  re-entry  in 
the  lease  on  account  of  the  tenant's  failm'e  to  pay  the  taxes 
and  assessments.  Before  bringing  his  action  the  landlord 
himself  paid  the  liens  left  outstanding  through  the  tenant's 
default.  After  the  commencement  of  the  action  the  defend- 
ant tendered  the  taxes  to  the  landlord,  which  were  refused. 
On  the  trial  the  defendant  moved  for  leave  to  amend  his 
answer  by  setting  up  his  offer  and  the  refusal,  or  to  file  a  sup- 
plemental answer,  which  was  denied,  and  a  verdict  was 
directed  for  the  plaintiff,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  court  in  its  opinion  at  general  term  decided  that  if 
the  &cts  had  been  set  up  in  a  supplemental  answer  they 
would  have  constituted  no  defense  to  the  action.  It  was  also  ' 
decided  that  the  defendant  lost  nothing  for  want  of  a  supple- 
mental answer,  as  the  facts  out  of  which  his  equity  arose  had 
been  proven  on  the  trial,  and  their  sufficiency  as  a  defense 
conld  be  passed  upon  as  well  as  though  they  had  been 
pleaded.    In  alluding  to  the  affirmative  relief  which  might 
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be  granted  to  a  defendant  nnder  section  274^  the  court  Bays 
it  is  limited  to  "  snch  relief  as  may  properly  be  given  witWn 
the  issues  made  by  the  pleadings^  or  according  to  the  legal 
or  equitable  rights  of  the  parties  as  established  by  the  evi- 
dence, not  to  that  redress  which  is  equally  applicable  after  as 
before  judgment  and  may  be  obtained  on  motion  or  ly  actiony 
In  rendering  the  judgment  the  court  says :  "  We  think  the 
judge  properly  refused  to  allow  the  motion  made  at  the  trial. 
Judgment  must  be  for  the  plaintiff,  with  liberty  to  the  defend- 
ant to  apply  to  the  court  for  such  relief  against  it  as  he  maj 
be. entitled  to,  and  without  prejudice  to  his  right  to  bring  an 
action  for  such  relief  if  he  deems  the  latter  the  proper 
course." 

This  authority  would  seem  clearly  to  justify  the  plaintiff's 
counsel  in  advising  the  commencement  of  this  action,  and 
sustains  its  propriety. 

And  it  may  not  be  improper  to  add  that  the  defendant, 
instead  of  answering,  might  have  demurred  to  the  complaint, 
by  which  the  appropriateness  of  this  remedy  could  have  been 
speedily  determined  on  an  issue  of  law,  and  that  he  consented 
to  the  injunction  issued  in  this  action,  when  on  the  order  to 
show  cause  he  might  have  successfully  opposed  its  continu- 
ance if  improperly  granted.  This  conduct  on  his  part  would 
seem  to  afford  reasonable  ground  to  believe  that  the  defend- 
ant was  not  wholly  unwilling  that  his  action  at  law  should  be 
stayed,  nor  to  trust  his  rights  and  equities  to  the  determina- 
tion of  this  action. 

From  the  most  careful  consideration  which  I  have  been 
able  to  give  this  subject,  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  action  is 
maintainable,  and  that  it  was  fairly  and  in  good  faith  brought, 
and  that  it  is  clearly  the  interests  of  both  parties  that  their 
rights  and  claims  now  and  here  should  be  justly  deternained. 

The  case  shows  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  relief  from 
the  forfeiture  under  which  he  is  resting,  and  to  be  reinstated 
in  his  rights  under  the  lease  upon  making  proper  compensa- 
tion to  the  defendant. 
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Upon  the  trial  the  defendant  stated  in  snbstance  that  he 
had  never  been  and  was  not  now  unwilling  that  the  plaintiff 
should  be  relieved,  but  insisted  that  his  own  equitable  claims 
dionld  be  considered  in  determining  the  terms  of  the  redress. 

But  in  asking,  as  he  does,  that  the  plaintiff  shall  be 
adjudged  to  pay  him,  in  addition  to  the  rent  which  had  been 
paid  him  in  currency  from  the  date  of  the  lease  to  the  1st 
day  of  November,  1867,  the  difference  between  gold  and 
currency  for  that  whdle  period,  and  should  also  pay  the  rent 
which  has  accrued  since  that  time,  and  to  the  end  of  the  term, 
in  gold,  the  defendant  demands  more  than  a  court  of  equity 
should  or  could  properly  grant. 

The  provision  for  a  re-entry  and  the  rights  of  the  defend- 
ant thereunder  are  not  independent;  they  exist  in  defendant's 
fiivor  only  to  secure  the  performance  of  the  obligations  of 
the  plaintiff  created  by  the  covenants  in  the  lease,  and  in  the 
manner  and  by  the  means  therein  expressed. 

The  legal  right  of  re-entry  cannot  be  used  to  exact  from 
the  plaintiff  concessions,  in  the  way  of  payment  of  money, 
other  than  &irly  arise  from  his  original  engagement,  or  to 
place  him  under  a  new  and  more  onerous  contract. 

I  can  conceive  of  no  sound  basis  upon  which  the  defendant 
can  equitably  claim  that  the  plaintiff  should  advance  to  him, 
either  for  the  past  or  future,  the  difference  between  currency 
and  gold;  such  claim  has  no  relation  to  the  plaintiff's  cove- 
nants, and  if  yielded  would  make  a  demand  so  great  in 
amount,  as  that  the  remainder  of  the  term  would  be  of  little 
profit  to  the  plaintiff. 

This  being  a  proper  case,  the  plaintiff  should  have  redress 
in  this  action  upon  the  usual  terms.  He  has  since  the  for- 
feiture and  the  commencement  of  the  ejectment  suit  dis- 
charged all  the  liens  by  way  of  tax  and  assessment,  except 
those  for  the  years  1866, 1867, 1868,  on  the  lot  on  Manhat- 
tan alley  1162.  He  had  good  reason  to  suppose  that  in  pay- 
ing the  amount  charged  upon  lots  1196  and  1162,  grouped 
and  appearing  to  be  valued  together  on  Beade  street,  he  had 
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discharged  the  tax  on  the  Manhattan  alley  lot,  and  it  may  be 
that  the  taxes  on  lot  1162  are  in  &ct  paid.  Bat  the  e^dence 
is  not  snfficient  to  satisfy  me  beyond  doubt  that  this  is  bo. 
In  no  event  can  the  judgment  in  this  action  affect  the  ques- 
tion ;  it  can  neither  take  away  or  create  a  lien  or  obligation 
under  the  apparent  assessment. 

The  liens,  however,  appear  of  record,  and  have  been  the 
foundation  for  proceedings  to  sell  the  land.  The  plaintiff 
should  remove  by  payment  or  redemption  these  taxes  and 
relieve  the  land  from  their  effect.  The  hazard  of  their 
remaining  should  not  rest  upon  the  landlord.  If  their  pay- 
ment should  afterward  appear  to  be  illegal  he  has  his  remedy 
for  a  recovery  back  of  the  money  from  the  city. 

The  rent  since  the  forfeiture,  which,  up  to  the  time  of  pay- 
ment of  the  same  into  court,  had  been  tendered  to  the  defend- 
ant and  refused,  should  be  paid  to  the  defendant  with  1^ 
interest  up  to  the  time  of  the  deposit.  The  plaintiff  should 
also  pay  the  costs,  disbursements  and  allowances  of  the  defend- 
ant in  the  ejectment  suit  and  in  this  action,  and  also  the  costs 
of  the  other  defendant  in  the  ejectment  suit.  I  had  some 
question  as  to  whether  the  defendant  should  be  allowed  the 
costs  of  this  action  subsequent  to  the  judgment  entered  upon 
the  report  of  the  referee,  which  made  full  compensation  to 
the  defendants  for  the  legitimate  consequences  of  the  phdn- 
tifi's  default,  and  upon  the  grounds  that  subsequent  resistance 
should  have  been  at  defendant's  expense,  unless  a  more  favo^ 
able  result  to  him  was  obtained.  But  as  that  judgment  was 
reversed  by  the  general  term,  the  defendant  appears  to  have 
been  legally  justified  in  his  appeal,  and  should  recover  these 
costs.  The  findings  to  be  filed  herein  will  state  the  terms  of 
the  relief  and  the  extent  thereof,  and  the  manner  aud  time  in 
which  to  be  performed  and  enforced  with  greater  precision. 
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N.  T.  SUPREME  COURT. 
Thb  Psoplb  of  thb  State  of  New  Yobk  agt  Ohableb  H. 

MaLLOSY  AND  OtHEBB. 

The  Bepairfmnd  cf  Doeki  in  the  city  of  New  York  have  no  anthority  to 
allow  persons  to  bnild  sheds  or  other  buildings  for  the  protection  of 
fireight  or  for  any  other  purpose,  on  the  piers  or  wharres  of  the  city. 

The  only  power  conferred  upon  the'Department  of  Docks  in  reference  to 
whanres,  piers  and  slips  being  that  which  had  been  conferred  by  acts 
of  the  legislature  or  by  charter  upon  the  corporation  of  the  city  of  New 
YoriL,  and  its  officers  connected  therewith,  and  others  in  relation  thereto, 
and  none  of  them  contained  the  general  power  to  erect  or  permit  the 
erection  of  any  such  incumbrances. 

This  action  was  commenced  by  the  attorney-general  for  a 
perpetnal  injunction,  restraining  the  defendants,  Charles  H. 
Mallory  &  Oo.,  from  erecting  a  shed  over  pier  No.  20,  East 
river,  under  a  permit  from  the  Dock  Department,  of  which 
the  following  is  a  copy : 

Cnr  OF  New  Yobk,  Department  of  Docks, 
[b  \^im1  846  and  348  Broadway. 

No.  189.  New  York,  At^gttst  19, 1873. 

i 

We,  the  undersigned,  Oommissioners  of  the  Department  of 
Docks,  hereby  permit  0.  H.  Mallory  &  Oo.,  during  the 
pleasure  of  the  board,  and  in  conformity  with  its  rules  and 
regulations,  to  erect  on  jner  20,  JSast  rwerj  a  shed  for  the 
protection  of  freight,  in  accordance  with  resolution  adopted 
at  meeting  of  the  Board  of  Docks,  held  Jiih/  3d,  1873.  The 
dimensions  of  said  shed  being  as  follows :  400  feet  or  more 
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longy  thirty-nme  feet  widey  and  eighteen  to  nineteen  feet 
high. 

JACOB  A.  WESTERVELT, 

WM.  GARDNER, 

W.  BUDD, 

Cammieeionere. 

On  the  complaint  and  accompanying  afSdavit  a  preliminaiy 
injanction  was  granted  by  judge  Fanohsb,  and  an  order 
requiring  the  defendants  to  show  cause  why  it  should  not  be 
continued. 

The  motion  to  continue  the  injunction  was  argued  before 
judge  Ingsaham,  and  an  order  made  by  him,  September  22d, 
1873,  denying  the  motion  and  dissolving  the  injunction. 

The  concluding  paragraph  of  judge  Ingbaham's  opinion 
was  as  follows : 

"  While  the  above  views  render  it  proper  to  dissolve  the 
injunction,  I  think  proper  to  add  that,  if  the  plaintiff  pro- 
poses an  appeal  to  the  general  term  it  would  not  be  advisable 
to  proceed  with  the  erection  of  these  sheds  until  such  appeal 
is  decided.  That  court  will  very  soon  be  in  session  and  the 
case  then  heard.'' 

Messrs.  0.  H.  Mallory  &  Oo.  proceeded  to  cover  the  pier 
with  a  shed,  pursuant  to  the  permit,  and  completed  the  work 
shortly  after  the  dissolution  of  the  injunction. 

An  appeal  was  taken  on  behalf  of  the  people  from  the  order 
dissolving  the  injunction  to  the  general  term. 

The  appeal  was  argued  at  the  general  term,  held  in  Octo- 
ber last,  before  justices  Brady  and  Fanohbb,  by  William 
Allen  Butler  for  the  people,  appellants,  and  Stephen  P.  Nash 
for  the  defendants,  respondents. 

On  December  29th,  1873,  the  court  announced  its  decision, 
reversing  the  order,  with  costs. 

Bbady,  J, — The  injunction  granted  in  this  case  was  dis- 
solved by  presiding  justice  Ikgbaham,  upon  a  construction 
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of  the  Btatate  passed  in  1871,. by  which  he  thought  the 
department  of  docks  was  invested  with  power  to  permit  the 
erection  of  such  a  structure  as  the  defendants  in  this  case 
desired  to  create.  He  concedes  that  prior  to  that  statute, 
amending,  as  it  did,  one  passed  in  1870,  there  was  no  author- 
ity for  such  an  erection,  the  courts  having  pronounced  against 
them,  and  the  legislature  having  expressly  prohibited  their 
construction. 

The  question  presented  in  liminey  is,  therefore  whether 
this  view  of  the  statute  of  1871  must  be  sustained.  The 
acts  of  the  legislature  in  reference  to  wharves  and  piers  have, 
either  directly  or  impliedly,  prohibited  incumbrances  upon 
them  {See  Colonial  Stat/ute^  J(mua/ty^  1770,  Va/n  Schaack^ 
563;  1  act  of  1784;  Jmee  agt.  Vwrick,  125,  126  \y)Uch  is 
whstantiaUy  a  re-enactment  of  tlie  Colonial  Statute'] ;  act  of 
1791,  March  10,  2  Oreenleaf  854;  Revised  Laws,  1813, 
<^P'  86,  §§  227,  233,  234,  235;  act  of  1857,  lawsy  vol.  2, 
487;  act  ^1858,  lawsj  chap.  226,  p.  363).  All  these  are 
expressions  of  the  legislative  intent  that  the  wharves  and 
piers  should  not  be  incumbered,  the  design  being  to  give  to 
and  preserve  for  them  the  character  of  highways — to  make 
them  part  of  the  publid  streets.  The  act  of  1813,  section  227, 
as  stated  by  justice  Ikgsaham ,  provided  that  no  building  of  any 
kind  or  description  whatsoever,  other  than  piers  and  bridges, 
should  at  any  time  thereafter  be  erected  upon  the  streets  or 
wharves,  or  between  them  and  the  river  to  which  they  should 
adjoin  and  front,  and  the  act  of  1858  empowered  the  com- 
missioners of  pilots  to  direct  the  removal  of  all  structures 
affixed  to  the  wharves.  These  acts  were  in  force  at  the  time 
of  the  passage  of  the  acts  of  1870  and  1871,  and  the  court 
below  was  clearly  right,  therefore,  in  declaring  that  they  had 
not  been  repealed ;  and  that,  unless  the  act  of  1871  gave  the 
power  to  permit  incimibrances,  it  did  not  exist. 

The  learned  justice  in  the  court  below  placed  his  decision 
on  this  subject  upon  the  existing  statutes  referred  to,  and  the 
judgments  of  the  court  of  last  resort,  establishing  the  proposi- 


884  NEW  YORK  PRACTICB  REPORTS. 

People  agt  Mallory. 

tioDS  that  a  wharf  was  a  public  street  or  highway  {Taylor 
agt.  AtUmtio  Jf.  Ins.  Co.^  37  N.  Y.^  275),  and  that  such  a 
Btmctore  as  the  one  contemplated  was  an  incumbrance  and 
unauthorized  {ComTs.  of  PUoU  agt.  Clark^  88  N.  T.y  251). 
In  consideration  of  the  question  stated,  therefore,  we  start 
with  the  conclusion  that  when  the  acts  of  1870  and  1871 
were  passed,  there  was  no  authority  residing  anywhere  having 
the  power  to  permit  such  an  erection,  the  legislature  and 
the  courts  of  law  having  pronounced  against  their  legality. 
What,  therefore,  was  the  design  of  the  acts  of  1870  and 
1871!  What  did  the  legislature  intend  to  accomplish!  It 
is  not  very  difficult  to  answer  this  question. 

The  object  was  to  place  under  the  control  of  a  department, 
specially  created  therefor,  the  construction  and  regulation  of 
the  wharves,  piers  and  slips  of  this  city,  to  the  same  extent 
that  such  control  had  been  given  to  the  corporation ;  in  other 
words,  to  transfer  to  it  the  powers  possessed  by  the  corpora- 
tion, its  officers  and  others,  and  such  powers  only. 

There  is  not  in  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  1871  anything 
which,  properly  interpreted,  confers  upon  the  department 
any  other  or  larger  authority.  The  statute  of  1871,  laws,  page 
1235,  amendatory  of  the  act  of  1870,  upon  which  this  appeal 
depends,  provides  that  the  department  of  docks  shall  have 
exclusive  charge  and  control  of  all  the  wharves,  piers,  bulk- 
heads and  structures  thereon,  and  of  the  appurtenances,  ease- 
ments, uses,  reversions  and  rights  belonging  thereto,  which 
were  owned  or  possessed  by  the  corporation,  or  which  it 
might  acquire. 

The  language,  as  remarked  by  the  court  below,  is  veiy 
comprehensive ;  but  it  is  only  so  for  the  gift  of  the  powers 
really  conferred,  and  which,  as  already  suggested,  are  those 
which  the  corporation  formerly  possessed. 

The  conclusion  of  the  section  (2)  provides,  and  this  is  a  key 
to  the  extent  of  the  act :  "  The  duties  and  powers  heretofore 
performed  and  exercised  by  any  officer,  department  or  bureau 
of  said  corporation,  in  and  about  all  or  any  part  of  said  pro- 
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perty,  are  hereby  conveyed  to  and  vested  exclusively  in  the 
Baid  department." 

The  position  assumed  by  the  court  below  is  that  the  control 
of  the  piers  and  bulk-heads,  with  the  structures  thereon,  and 
the  authority  to  repair,  build  and  rebuild  such  property,  was 
amply  snfBcient,  not  only  to  cover  the  wharves  where  struc- 
tures were  then  erected,  but  to  empower  the  department  to 
grant  permission  to  build  others  of  a  similar  character,  and 
that  the  legislature  intended  to  invest  the  department  with 
discretionary  power  thereto. 

The  word  ^^  structures "  seems  to  have  had  a  controlling 
influence;  but  it  is  submitted,  with  great  respect,  that  the  act 
related  only  to  the  legal  structures,  and  to  no  other. 

It  cannot  be  said  that  the  legislature  intended,  by  the  mere 
use  of  a  word  in  proper  connection  with  a  subject  expressed 
and  legislated  upon,  to  legalize  what  was  prohibited,  and 
against  which  the  courts  had  pronounced  their  judgments. 
The  use  of  that  word  implies  equally  the  power  to  remove 
them,  which  had  been  conferred  upon  the  commissioners  of 
pilots  by  the  act  of  1858,  sripra;  and  this  view  is  in  harmony 
with  the  design  of  the  legislature  to  vest  in  the  department 
all  the  powers  theretofore  conferred  in  reference  to  the  con- 
struction, control  and  r^ulation  of  wharves,  piers  and  slips. 
The  legislature  was  acting  upon  the  subject  of  wharves, 
piers  and  slips,  with  the  design  of  centralizing  the  powers  in 
reference  to  them,  and  must  be  supposed  to  have  done  so 
with  regard  to  existing  statutes  and  laws  otherwise  declared, 
intending  to  embrace,  for  that  purpose,  all  matters  legally 
within  the  legitimate  sphere  of  the  subject,  and  necessary  to 
establish  the  jurisdiction.  The  use  of  the  word  mentioned 
cannot,  without  doing  violence  to  established  principles,  be 
regarded  as  a  repeal  of  the  existing  acts  of  the  legislature,  or 
as  legislative  declaration  that  the  law  administered  by  the 
court  of  last  resort  was  to  be  changed ;  and  yet,  to  give  it  the 
significance  it  has  received,  such  a  result  must  follow. 

It  is  well  settled  that  repeals  of  acts  of  the  legislature  by 
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implication  are  not  favored,  and  not  allowed,  save  when  their 
repugnancy  and  inconsistency  are  plain  and  unavoidable. 

The  earlier  statute  remains  in  force,  if  not  repugnant  or 
inconsistent,  unless  the  latter  takes  some  notice  of  the  former, 
plainly  indicating  an  intention  to  abrogate  it  (7^  People 
agt.  Denninffj  1  SUtj  271 ;  Bowen  agt.  Dease^  6  HUl^  225). 
All  acts  in  pari  materia  should  be  taken  together  as  if  one 
law  {People  agt.  Denmng^  and  casee  cited). 

These  acts  may  remain  and  are  not  inconsistent.  The 
department  of  docks  may  exercise  power  over  structures  on 
the  piers  legally  existing,  if  any,  when  the  act  was  passed; 
such,  for  example,  as  suitable  derricks,  authorized  by  the  act 
of  1867,  laws,  volume  2,  page  2382,  for  unloading  canal  boats 
and  barges,  and  over  those  not  legal  until  their  removal  is 
demanded  or  required  by  virtue  of  the  act  of  1868,  or  upon 
the  ground  that  they  are  incumbrances  and  subject  to  removal 
It  has  been  said,  and  justly,  that  a  construction  which  repeals 
another  statute  should  be  very  clear,  when  the  repeal  is  of  a 
part  of  a  statute  and  seriously  mars  the  harmony  of  a  system 
{Hayes  agt.  SymondSy  9  Barb.,  260) ;  and  the  same  remark 
applies  where  the  alleged  repeal  is  of  one  of  several  statutes 
relating  to  the  same  subject,  and  seriously  affects  the  whole 
system  evolved.  It  is  also  a  principle  in  the  interpretation 
of  a  statute  that  it  should  not  be  construed  to  work  a  mis- 
chief, e.  ff,y  curtailing  a  right  of  way  of  a  navigable  river  or 
interfering  with  a  highway,  unless  required  by  words  of  the 
most  explicit  and  unequivocal  import  {Sprague  agt.  BirdeaU^ 
2  Cow.y  419 ;  People  agt.  Lambert^  6  Den.^  9).  And  so  in 
this  case,  the  mischief  of  allowing  a  department  a  discretion 
to  incumber  a  public  highway  or  street  should  not  be  sane- 
tioned  unless  required  by  express  words. 

The  exclusive  use  of  a  pier  or  wharf  given  to  any  particular 
class  of  vessels  must  be  understood  to  be  for  the  pxirposes  of 
navigation  or  commerce  only,  and  subject  to  the  right  of  the 
public  to  the  use  of  the  surface  as  a  public  street  or  highway. 
The  exclusive  use,  assuming  the  power  to  grant  it,  does  not 
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necessarily  confer  the  absointe  cbntrol  of  the  pier  for  a  par- 
ticntftr  purpose. 

It  has  been  held  that  the  common  conncil  cannot  contract 
away  its  legislative  power.  It  can  make  no  contract  which 
restricts  its  legislative  authority  over  the  particular  subject 
embraced  in  the  contract.  If,  therefore,  a  grant  or  lease 
were  made  by  the  common  council,  assuming  them  to  be 
properly  authorized  .to  do  so,  of  the  exclusive  use  of  a  pier 
for  the  purposes  of  commerce,  it  would  mean  such  use  only, 
and  not  necessarily  grant  or  convey  such  absolute  power  or 
anthority  over  the  pier  as  to  exclude  the  public  in  their 
enjoyment  of  it  as  a  highway  or  public  street. 

It  was  said  on  the  argument  that  the  use  of  the  pier  for 
the  defendants'  vessels  was  a  devotion  of  it  to  commerce,  and 
therefore  to  a  public  use  and  for  the  public  convenience  and 
benefit 

To  this  it  may  be  said,  in  the  language  of  chief  justice 
Dknio,  in  Commissionere  of  Pilots  agt.  Clark  {supra) :  "  The 
language  and  obvious  policy  of  the  statute  is  that  these  piers 
and  bulk-heads  should  be  kept  clear  of  incumbrances,  and  i% 
will  not  answer  for  parties  permanently  to  engross  portions 
of  their  area,  and  then  ask  a  jury  to  speculate  upon  the 
degree  of  inconvenience  which  the  public  would  puffer,  and 
whether  it  was  not  fairly  balanced  by  the  advantage  of  the 
structure  which  constituted  the  incumbrance."  In  addition 
to  these  observations  it  may  be  said  with  great  force  that  as 
long  as  the  wharves  are  held  to  be  parts  of  the  public  streets  or 
highways  they  must  be  used  accordingly,  and  therefore,  with 
reference  to  well  established  public  rights,  subject  only  to 
snch  difference  as  the  ordinary  incidents  of  commerce  may 
render  necessary  and  justify. 

Having  arrived  at  these  conclusions,  it  is  not  necessary  to 
consider  whether  the  legislature,  by  virtue  of  an  inherent 
power  over  the  navigable  waters  of  the  state,  may  grant 
authority  to  incumber  the  public  highway  in  the  manner 
designed  by  the  defendants.    It  is  not  necessary,  because  it 
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BeeniB  that  they  have  not  delegated  any  such  authority;  the 
construction  adopted  of  the  act  of  1871  being  that  it- con- 
ferred upon  the  department  of  docks  only  the  authority,  in 
reference  to  and  power  over  the  wharves,  piers  and  slips, 
which  had  been  conferred  by  acts  of  the  legislature  or  by 
charter  upon  the  corporation^  and  its  officers  connected  there- 
withy  and  others  in  relation  thereto,  and  that  none  of  them 
contained  the  general  power  to  erect  or  permit  the  election 
of  an  incumbrance  upon  any  wharf  or  pier  such  as  contem- 
plated  by  the  defendant.  The  order  made  at  special  term 
should  therefore  be  reversed. 
Ordered  accordingly. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

Jambs  C.  Halstead,  respondent,  agt.  Jaoob  Swabtz, 

appellant. 

When  default  is  made  in  the  payment  of  the  debt  which  a  chattel  mort- 
gage is  given  to  secure,  the  tiUe  to  the  mortgaged  property  becomes, 
eo  instanU^  absolute  in  the  mortgagee. 

The  only  right  that  remains  to  the  mortgagor,  after  such  default,  is  that 
of  redemption;  and  this  right  may  be  barred  by  a  sale  of  the  property 
at  public  auction  or  private  sale,  without  notice. 

If  the  debt  is  payable  in  inttaUmenta  and  default  is  made  in  the  payment 
of  one  installment  only,  the  title  of  the  mortgagee  is  as  perfect  as  if 
default  was  made  in  pajrment  of  the  whole  debt. 

To  entitle  the  mortgagor  to  redeem  under  such  a  mortgage  he  must  pay  or 
tender  the  whole  debt.  The  whole  title  vests  on  default,  and  the  whole 
title  must  be  divested  by  the  redemption;  and  that  can  only  be  done  on 
payment  of  the  whole  debt. 

In  an  action  of  trooer  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  the  value  of  the 
property,  as  of  the  time  of  the  sale  made  by  the  mortgagee,  and  for  the 
loss  of  the  usiB  prior  thereto;  but  he  is  not  entitled  to  the  value  of  the 
use  subsequently. 

General  Termj  Fowrth  Depa/rtment^  October^  1873. 

Before  Mulun,  P.  t/".,  Taloott  omd  E.  D.  Smith,  JJ. 

On  the  10th  of  May,  1869,  the  appellant  sold  to  the 
respondent  the  canal-boat,  "Caddie  Roberts,"  for  $1,000, 
payable  as  follows :  One  hundred  dollars  on  the  1st  day  of 
September,  1869 ;  $100  on  the  1st  day  of  October,  1869 ; 
$100  on  the  first  of  November  and  $100  on  the  first  of 
December  of  the  same  year,  and  the  residue  in  six  monthly 
payments,  commencing  on  the  1st  day  of  June,  1870. 

Notes  were  given  for  these  sums,  payable  as  above  stated  ; 
and  to  secure  these  notes  the  respondent  gave  to  the  appellant 
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a  mortgage  on  said  canal-boat  and  other  property,  conditioned 
that  if  said  respondent  should  pay  said  notes  as  they  became 
dne  the  mortgage  shonld  be  of  no  effect ;  but  that  in  case  of 
the  non-payment  of  said  notes  at  the  time  or  times  above 
mentioned,  then  said  appellant  should  have  power  to  seize 
and  sell  said  boat,  and  out  of  the  avails,  after  paying  the 
expenses  of  the  sale  and  the  keeping  of  said  property,  to  pay 
said  debt  Said  mortgage  was  duly  filed  in  the  office  of  the 
auditor  of  the  canal  department. 

The  note  of  $100,  payable  on  the  4th  day  of  September, 
1869,  was  not  paid  when  it  became  due,  but  the  respondent 
made  default  in  the  payment  thereof. 

On  the  eighteenth  day  of  the  same  month  the  appellant 
seized  said  boat  by  virtue  of  said  mortgage,  and  in  the  fore- 
noon of  the  same  day  directed  the  sale  of  said  boat  under  the 
mortgage,  and  the  same  was  sold  at  private  sale  to  one  Frank 
for  $600.  No  money  was  paid  or  papers  passed ;  and  on  the 
same  or  on  the  next  day  Frank  relinquished  or  resold  his  bid 
on  the  boat  to  the  appellant  on  condition  that  he  wonld 
"  treat  the  boys,"  which  was  done. 

The  sale  under  the  mortgage  was  made  without  notice  to 
the  respondent  and  without  public  notice.  The  referee  found 
that  said  sale  was  fraudulent  and  in  derogation  of  the  rights 
of  the  respondent. 

On  the  20th  day  of  September,  1869,  the  respondent 
tendered  to  the  appellant  $104  and  demanded  possession  of 
said  boat,  which  tender  and  demand  were  refused  by  the 
appellant. 

The  respondent  was  permitted  by  the  referee,  notwithstand- 
ing the  objection  of  appellant's  counsel,  to  prove  the  value  of 
the  use  of  said  boat  for  two  months  and  twenty  days  in  1869, 
4tfid  for  eight  months  in  1870. 

The  veier^  charged  the  respondent  for  such  sums,  and 
$1,500  for  the  value  of  the  boat,  amounting  in  all  to  the  sum 
of  $2,000.  From  this  sum  he  deducted  the  amount  due  on 
the  mortgage  and  interest,  amounting  to  the  sum  of  $1,244.48, 
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and  for  a  certified  copy  of  the  chattel  mortgage  one  dollar 
and  twenty-five  cents,  making  in  all  $1,245.67;  and  he 
ordered  judgment  for  the  balance  of  $754.38|  besides  costs, 
and  from  this  jadgment  the  appeal  is  brought. 

I.  N.  Mbsssnoeb,  attorney  for  appellant. 

FuLLBB,  Yaixv  &  Bbooeb,  attcmeyifcT  respondent. 

JSy  the  Courty  Mttlun,  P.  J. — On  default  being  made 
in  the  payment  of  the  debt  which  a  chattel  mortgage  is  given 
to  secure,  the  mortgagee's  title  to  the  mortgaged  property 
becomes,  eo  i/netcmti^  absolute  at  law  {Falma/n  agt.  Smithy  S9 
Barhy  890 ;  BvOer  agt.  Miller^  1  N.  Z.,  496 ;  Fay  agt. 
JBumeSj  12  JSarb.y  677 ;  Brown  agt.  Bementy  8  J.  R.y  96  ; 
Patehin  agt.  PiercSy  12  Wend.y  61).  The  only  right  that 
remains  to  the  mortgagor,  after  default  in  payment,  is  that  of 
redemption,  and  this  right  may  be  barred  by  a  sale  of  the 
property  at  public  auction  or  private  sale,  without  notice 
{BaUou  agt.  Cunninghaniy  60  Barh.y  425  ;  Chamberlain  agt. 
Mortiny  48  Barb.y  607). 

The  title  of  the  mortgagee  is  as  perfect  when  the  default  is 
in  the  payment  of  an  installment  of  the  debt,  when  it  is  paya- 
ble in  installments,  as  it  is  upon  default  in  payment  of  the 
whole  debt  {Robinson  agt.  WUcoxy  2  N.  T.  Legal  Obe.y  160). 

This  result  necessarily  follows  from  the  condition  of  the 
mortgage.  The  title  cannot  become  vested  in  parcels;  it 
becomes  absolute  at  once  or  not  at  all. 

To  entitle  the  mortgagor  to  redeem  under  such  a  mortgage 
he  must  pay  or  tender  the  whole  debt  (4  £enty  162, 163, 164; 
jPoUs  agt  Lord  Clintony  12  Ves.y  48-59 ;  Patehin  agt.  Piercey 
12  W,y  61).  In  the  case  last  cited  the  plaintiff  sued  in  tres- 
pass for  taking  certain  personal  property  which  he  had  mort- 
gaged to  one  Hickok  to  secure  payment  of  fifty  dollars  by 
the  twentieth  October  following  its  date.  Partial  pay- 
ments were  made,  but  the  whole  debt  was  not  paid.  The 
assignee  of  the  mortgage  seized  the  property,  and  the  court 
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held  that  the  taking  was  lawful.    Payment  after  the  debt 
came  due  did  not  revest  the  property  in  the  mortgagor. 

The  authorities  cited  do  not  hold  in  terms  that  the  whole 
debt  must  be  paid  when  an  installment  of  the  indebtedneee 
only  has  become  due ;  but  they  do  hold  that  if  there  are 
several  parties  interested  in  the  debt  the  whole  debt  must  be 
paid  or  tendered,  and  that  the  mortgagor  or  other  party 
cannot  redeem  on  paying  part  only  of  the  debt.  Authority 
is  not  necessary,  it  seems  to  me,  in  support  of  a  proposition 
resulting  so  manifestly  from  the  very  nature  of  the  interest 
that  the  law  confers  on  the  mortgagee  of  chattels  on  breach 
of  the  condition. 

The  whole  title  vests  and  the  whole  title  must  be  divested 
by  the  redemption,  and  that  can  only  be  done  on  payment  of 
the  whole  debt. 

It  is  immaterial  therefore  whether  the  sale  by  the  mort- 
gagee on  the  18th  September,  1869,  was  fraudulent  or  Mr; 
the  title  to  the  boat  remained  in  him,  and  the  mortgagor  has 
not  redeemed. 

Unless  the  tender  of  the  $104  was  sufficient,  no  reason  is 
perceived  why  the  sale  in  October,  1869,  to  Horley  &  Doran 
did  not  bar  thfe  plaintiff's  right  to  redeem.  No  fraud  is  pre- 
tended as  to  that  sale,  and  the  right  to  sell  was  as  perfect 
then  as  in  the  September  preceding.  If,  however,  the  sale 
to  Horley  &  Doran  had  no  other  effect,  it  prevents  a  redemp- 
tion, as  it  puts  it  out  of  defendant's  power  to  deliver  the  boat 
(Stoddard  agt.  Dennisony  38  Ebw.y  296-306). 

The  plaintiff  did  not  attempt  to  redeem  ;  he  treated  the 
tender  as  revesting  in  him  the  title  to  the  property ;  this  it 
could  not  do ;  a  decree  of  a  court  of  equity  only  could  revest  the 
title.  It  is  held,  in  Kortright  agt.  Cody  (21  N.  Z.,  343),  that 
payment  or  tender  of  the  amount  due  on  a  real  estate  mort- 
gage terminated  its  lien  on  the  land,  although  not  paid  or 
tendered  on  the  law  day.  But  the  title  of  the  mortgagee  of 
land  does  not  become  absolute  on  default  of  payment  as  it 
does  in  case  of  a  chattel  mortgage,  and  the  case  of  Patchm 
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agt.  Pierce  (supra)  holds  that  payment  after  the  day  does  not 
discharge  the  lien. 

In  an  action  of  trover  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover 
the  valae  of  the  boat  as  of  the  time  of  that  sale,  and  for  the 
I088  of  the  use  prior  thereto ;  but  he  is  not  entitled  to  the 
yalne  of  the  use  for  the  season  of  1870. 

It  was  his  duty  to  bring  his  action  promptly.  If  he  could 
wait  a  year,  no  reason  is  perceived  why  he  might  not  wait  two 
or  three  years  and  recover  for  the  use  of  the  boat  a  sum  much 
greater  than  her  value ;  as  it  is,  the  referee  has,  by  his  judg- 
ment, taken  from  the  defendant  his  boat  and  given  it  to  the 
plaintiff,  without  one  penny  of  compensation,  and  brought 
him  in  debt  more  than  $750. 

The  judgment  must  be  reversed  and  new  trial  ordered 
before  another  referee^  costs  to  abide  the  event. 
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N.  Y.  SUPERIOR  COURT. 

Maykabd  E.  Oabsssb  agt.  Paul  N.  Spoffobd  and  othen, 

ExecutorSy  &c. 

AJl  actions  brought  in  respect  of  any  contract  entered  into  bj  or  on  behalf 
of  a  wpwriMinki^  ,^rm,  before  the  death  of  a  partner,  must  be  bron^ 
by  or  against  the  surviving  members  of  the  firm  alone.  The  representa- 
tives  of  the  deceased  partner  cannot  sue  or  be  sued  in  respect  of  such 
contract. 

Not  only  the  remedies  but  the  rights  and  liabilities  of  the  partnership  vest 
in  and  are  imposed  upon  the  surmmng  partner. 

The  joint  debt  may,  by  reason  of  the  death  of  a  partner,  be  treated  as  if 
originally  a  separate  debt  of  the  surviving  partner. 

Special  Term^  September^  1878. 
Demubbeb  to  amended  complaint. 

Van  Vobst,  J. — Upon  the  death  of  a  partner  all  that  passes 
to  his  representatives  is  his  proportion  of  the  assets  after  they 
have  all  been  converted  into  money,  and  all  the  debts  and  lia- 
biUties  have  been  paid.  The  surviving  partner  has  exclusive 
right  in  virtue  of  his  title,  and  upon  him  is  cast  the  duty  of 
closing  up  the  partnership  affairs.  All  actions  brought  in 
respect  of  any  contract  entered  into  by  or  on  behalf  of  the 
firm,  before  the  death  of  a  partner,  must  be  brought  by  or 
against  the  surviving  members  of  the  firm  alone.  The  repre- 
sentatives of  the  deceased  cannot  sue  or  be  sued  in  respect  of 
such  contract. 

Parsons,  in  his  Treatise  on  the  Law  of  Partnership,  section 
447,  says :  ^^  The  executors  or  administrators  of  the  last  sur- 
vivor sue  alone,  without  joining  the  representatives  of  the  first 
or  any  later  deceased."  And  Lindley,  in  his  work  on  the 
same  subject,  third  edition,  volume  1,  page  605,  says  the  legal 
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representative  of  the  surviying  partner  is  the  proper  person 
to  sue  and  be  sued  at  law  in  respect  of  the  engagements  of 
the  firm. 

Ko  one  of  the  eases  cited  bj  these  learned  writers  is  an 
illustration  of  the  rale  as  laid  down  by  them  in  this  particular 
regard  as  to  the  person  to  sue  or  be  sued  upon  parnership 
obligations,  on  the  happening  of  the  ultimate  contingencies 
above  contemplated ;  and  yet  such  rule  would  seem  to  be  a 
corollary  from  principles  long  settled  with  regard  to  the  nature 
of  the  partnership  and  the  right  and  interest  of  the  partner, 
and  the  vesting  of  the  title  to  the  property  on  the  death  of  a 
partner. 

Not  only  the  remedies  but  the  rights  and  liabilities  of  the 
partnership  vest  in  and  are  imposed  upon  the  surviving  part- 
ner. In  JDams  agt  Clarke  (1  W.  dk  S.\  it  is  said :  ^  The  action 
of  the  surviving  partner  is  his  own.''  In  Yale  ^.  JSumea 
(1  Jfetca^y  486),  it  is  said :  "  If  one  partner  die  the  whole 
legal  title  vests  by  survivorship  in  the  other ;  "  and  in  like 
manner  as  to  liabilities.  Each  partner  is  liable  to  pay  the 
whole  debt,  and  contribution  lies  entirely  among  themselves. 

In  nice  agt.  Shute  (2  Burr,  2613),  lord  Mansfibld  said : 
^^All  contracts  with  partners  are  joint  and  several;  every 
partner  is  liable  to  pay  the  whole  debt."  And  in  Richards 
agt.  Heath  (1  B.  dk  Ald.j  29),  it  was  held  that  a  plaintiff,  in 
an  action  charging  the  defendant  in  his  own  right,  might 
recover  a  demand  due  from  the  defendant  individually,  and 
another  due  from  him  as  surviving  partner.  The  joint  debt 
may,  by  reason  of  the  death  of  a  partner,  be  treated  as  if 
originally  a  separate  debt  of  the  surviving  partner. 

I  have  considered  the  analogy  drawn  by  the  learned  coun- 
sel for  the  defendants  from  the  condition  of  a  trust  estate 
upon  the  death  of  the  surviving  trustee  of  an  express  trust. 
Under  our  statute  such  trust  estate  does  not  descend  to  the 
heirs,  nor  does  it  pass  to  the  personal  representatives  of  the 
survivor ;  but  if  the  trust  be  unexecuted,  it  shall  vest  in  the 
supreme  court.    A  surviving  partner,  it  is  true,  is  a  trustee 
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for  all  concerned  in  the  copartnership  for  the  representatives 
of  the  deceased  and  the  creditors  of  the  firm ;  but  it  is  a  trust 
to  wind  up  the  affairs  with  fidelity  and  without  unnecessary 
delay.  Still  he  is  more  than  trustee  ;  he  is,  in  his  own  right, 
principally  interested  in  and  possesses  in  himself  the  title  to 
the  property  and  assets  as  surviving  owner;  and  it  is  because 
of  such  legal  right  in  himself  that  he  becomes  a  trustee  for 
the  creditors  and  legal  representative  of  his  deceased  partner. 

This  action  was  originally  brought  against  Paul  Spofford, 
the  survivor  of  the  late  firm  of  Spofford  &  Tilleston,  to  secure 
an  accounting  from  the  defendant,  as  such  surviving  partner, 
of  moneys  which  the  firm  had  received  as  agents  of  certain 
steamships  in  which  plaintiff  was  a  part  owner  and  to  which 
he  claimed  to  be  entitled. 

During  the  pendency  of  the  action  Paul  Spofford,  tte  sur- 
viving partner,  died,  leaving  the  defendants  herein  his  execu- 
tors, into  whose  hands  as  such  executora,  as  is  alleged  in  the 
supplemental  complaint,  assets  have  come. 

The  executors  were  brought  in  as  sole  defendants  in  the 
place  of  Paul  Spofford,  deceased,  by  way  of  supplemental 
complaint. 

In  the  supplemental  complaint  the  defendants  have  demur- 
red, stating,  as  their  sole  gro.und  of  demurrer,  that  the  snp- 
plemental  complaint  does  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute 
a  cause  of  action. 

In  view  of  the  principles  above  recognized  the  defendants, 
into  wl>ose  hands  the  assets  and  property  of  the  surviving 
partner  have  come,  and  that  lawfully,  are  solely  liable  to 
account  in  this  action  for  this  copartnership  liability  and  obli- 
gation to  the  plaintiffs. 

The  demurer  should  be  overruled,  with  liberty  to  defend- 
ants to  answer  on  the  usual  terms. 
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N.  Y.  SUPERIOR  COURT. 

Elisb  Maonik  agt.  William  B.  Dinsmobb,  President,  &c. 

Under  the  provisions  of  section  885  o(^tlie  Code  wliere  a  verdict  obtained 
is  not  more  &yorable  than  an  offer  previously  made  by  defendant,  the 
costs  accruing  after  the  offer  are  to  be  taxed  in  &vor  of  the  defendant, 
the  plaintiff's  costs  being  confined  to  the  time  prior  to  the  offer. 

Special  Term^  Decembevy  1873. 

Appeal  from  taxation  of  costs. 

Plaintiff*,  upon  the  trial,  had  a  verdict  for  eighty-seven  dol- 
lars and  forty  cents,  which  was  not  more  favorable  than  the  one 
which  the  defendant  had  previously  offered  under  section  385 
of  the  Code  to  allow  to  be  taken.  The  justice  presiding  at  the 
trial  therefore  directed  that  the  defendant  recover  all  costs 
subsequent  to  the  offer.  Upon  the  taxation  of  these  costs  by 
the  clerk,  plaintiff  claimed  to  be  entitled  to  costs  up  to  the 
time  of  the  offer.  The  claim  was  allowed  and  defendant 
appealed. 

Fbeedman,  J. — In  section  385  of  the  Code,  as  amended  by 
chapter  479  of  the  Laws  of  1851,  page  903,  the  words,  "  and  if 
the  plaintiff  fail  to  obtain  a  more  favorable  judgment  he  can- 
not recover  costs,  but  must  pay  the  defendant's  costs,"  are 
separated  from  the  words,  "  from  the  time  of  the  offer,"  by  a 
comma,  thus  showing  clearly  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the 
legislature,  which  then,  for  the  first  time,  enacted  the  prohi- 
bition of  plaintiff's  recovery  of  costs  in  the  cases  comtem- 
plated  by  said  section,  to  enact  that  such  prohibition  should 
run  from  the  time  of  defendant's  offer,  and  should  not  relate 
back  as  a  penalty  to  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  the 
Vol.  XLVI  88 
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action.  In  Burnett  agt.  WesffaU  (15  Sow.^  430)  the  same 
construction  was  adopted,  notwithstanding  the  court  failed  to 
notice  the  existence  of  the  comma  above  referred  to. 

It  }&  true  that  the  language  of  the  section  has  been  agab 
amended,  in  respects  not  necessary  to  be  noticed  here,  by 
chapter  824  of  the  Laws  of  1866  {voL  2,  p.  1845),  aod 
that  in  the  amendment,  as  published,  the  said  comma  has 
been  omitted.  But  in  view  of  the  construction  adopted  by 
the  supreme  court,  in  Burnett  agt.  Westfall^  of  which  the 
legislature  of  1866  must  be  presumed  to  have  been  cognizant, 
this  bare  omission  does  not  per  ee  demand  a  different  con- 
struction; and  as  the  one  previously  adopted  is  the  more 
equitable  one,  it  ijhould  be  retained. 

The  plaintiff  having  recovered  a  judgment  for  more  than 
fifty  dollars  is  the  prevailing  party ;  and  as  such  he  is  entitled 
to  costs  under  section  803.  dnder  section  304  such  costs  are 
allowed  to  her,  of  course ;  but  under  the  operation  of  section 
385  they  are  to  be  confined  to  the  time  prior  to  the  offer,  and 
all  costs  which  accrued  subsequently  are  to  be  taxed  in  favor 
of  the  defendant.  The  costs  to  be  taxed  on  either  side  include, 
as  a  matter  of  course,  the  necessary  disbursements. 

The  taxation  should  be  afiSrmed. 
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COURT  OF  APPEALS, 

J.  AuousTUB  PagB|  appellant,  agt.  Pateiok  MoDomfSLLy 

reepondeDt. 

Where  a  seller  of  real  estate  tenders  a  deed  to  the  purchaser  and  denumds 
payment  of  the  balance  of  the  purchase-money,  in  pursuance  of  the 
terms  of  a  written  contract  between  them,  the  refusal  of  the  purchaser 
to  accept  the  deed  and  pay  such  money  upon  grounds  not  tenable,  puts 
it  in  the  power  of  the  seller  to  put  an  end  to  the  contract;  and  when 
this  is  done,  the  purchaser  can  neither  enforce  specific  performance  of 
the  contract,  nor  recover  back  the  portion  of  the  purchase-money  which 
ho  has  paid.    {Thik  eamcAgmtral  term  ii  reporUd^  ante,  page  Od.) 

Jcmiiarj/j  1874. 

Mr.  C.  GoEPP,  for  appeUcmt. 

Mr.  Coles  Mobbis,  far  respondent. 

Oboysb,  J. — Od  the  34th  of  November,  1868,  the  parties 
entered  into  a  contract  nnder  seal,  by  which  the  defendant 
agreed  to  sell  and  conyey  to  the  plaintiff,  who  thereby  agreed 
to  pnrehase,  certain  i  iiemises  in  the  city  of  New  York  therein 
specified,  for  the  snm  of  $49,000 ;  $2,000  to  be  paid  npon 
the  execution  of  the  contract,  which  was  then  paid ;  $33,000 
payable  npon  the  delivery  of  a  deed  of  the  premises,  and 
$14,000,  being  the  amount  of  a  mortgage  then  npon  the 
premises,  which  the  plaintiff  agreed  to  pay.  The  contract 
provided  that  the  plaintiff  shoold  pay  interest  npon  the 
unpaid  purchase-money  from  its  date,  and  that  he  should 
leeeive  the  rents  of  the  premises  from  the  same  time.  The 
defendant  covenanted  to  convey  the  premises  by  warranty 
deed  containing  the  usual  full  covenants  in  fee  simple,  free 
from  all  incumbrances  except  as  above,  which  deed  was  to  be 
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delivered  on  the  10th  day  of  February,  1869,  at  the  oflSce  of 
Beraer  &  Hows,  No.  175  Broadway,  between  the  hours  of 
one  and  two  in  the  afternoon.  The  defendant  attended  at 
the  time  and  place  specified  for  the  delivery  of  the  deed  with 
one  prepared  for  delivery,  bat  the  plaintiff  failed  to  be  there. 
After  the  expiration  of  the  time  specified  for  tlie  delivery  of 
the  deed,  the  defendant  left  the  place,  and  the  defendant,  Mr. 
McDonnell,  met  the  plaintiff  and  tendered  him  the  deed. 
The  plaintiff  said  it  was  not  right,  as  there  was  an  assessment, 
for  extending  Church  street,  not  paid.  This  objection  was 
well  founded,  as  there  was  a  small  assessment  for  that  pur- 
pose, which  was  an  existing  lien  upon  the  property.  Upon 
the  morning  of  the  next  day,  McDonnell  paid  this  assess- 
ment, procured  a  receipt  therefor,  went  to  the  office  of  the 
plaintiff  and  then  tendered  him  the  deed,  together  with  the 
receipt  showing  the  payment  of  the  assessment.  The  plain- 
tiff refused  to  receive  the  deed  upon  the  ground  that  the 
premises  Were  incumbered  by  leases  to  various  tenants,  all  of 
which  would  terminate  on  the  first  of  May  thereafter,  and 
declared  himself  ready  and  willing  to  complete  the  purchase 
if  these  incumbrances  were  removed.  The  defendant  told 
the  plaintiff  he  must  accept  the  deed  and  complete  the  pur- 
chase, or  he  would  put  an  end  to  the  contract.  The  defendant 
proved  that  these  leajses  were  existing  at  the  time  of  making 
the  contract,  and  that  the  property  was  then  held  under  them 
by  the  respective  tenants  and  that  these  facts  were  then 
known  to  the  plaintiff.  The  latter  excepted  to  the  compe- 
tency of  this  proof.  As  tiie  contract  provided  that  the 
plaintiff  should  receive  the  rent  of  the  premises  from  the 
time  of  entering  into  it,  this  proof  was  competent  to  show 
what  was  the  rent  intended  by  the  parties.  It  showed  clearly 
that  this  was  the  rent  reserved  upon  the  existing  leases 
{Bridget  agt.  Piersoriy  45  iT.  Y.,  601).  By  the  contract  the 
plaintiff  was  entitled  to  this  rent  down  to  the  time  of  receiv- 
ing the  deed.  The  leases  must,  therefore,  be  continued  until 
that  time.     The  defendant,  under  the  contract,  had  no  right 
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to  procure  their  determination  before  the  delivery  of  the 
deed.  This  shows  that  the  plaintiff  was  to  take  title  sub- 
ject to  these  leases  as  well  as  to  the  mortgage  the  payment 
of  which  he  had  assumed.  The  defendant  agreed  to  convey 
the  premises  in  fee  simple^  except  as  above.  This  was  an 
exception  of  the  leases  and  mortgages.  It  follows  that  the 
existence  of  the  leases  furnished  no  excuse  to  the  plaintiff 
for  the  non-completion  of  the  purchase.  The  defendant  then 
told  him  that  unless  he  then  completed  it,  he  should  put  an 
end  to  the  contract.  This  required  prompt  action  by  the 
plaintiff  if  he  desired  its  performance.  His  delay  of  more 
than  two  months  from  this  time  before  doing  anything 
towards  performance,  puts  an  end  to  his  right  to  specific 
performance. 

The  plaintiff  further  claims  that  if  not  entitled  to  specific 
performance,  he  is  entitled  to  judgment  for  the  money  he 
had  paid  upon  the  contract.  But  the  defendant  was  ready 
and  willing,  and  tendered  full  performance  on  his  part. 
The  plaintiff  neglected  and  refused  to  perform  on  his  part, 
for  which  reason  the  contract  was  terminated  by  the  defend- 
ant. Under  these  facts  the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  recover 
the  money  he  had  paid  thereon  {Hg^ynes  agt.  Harty  42  Ba/rh,^ 
58;  BatUe  agt.  Rochester  City  Bank,  3  ^.  Z".,  88;  Green 
agt.  Greeny  9  Gov).,  46 ;  KetcJmm  agt  JEoerteeny  13  Johns.y 
359). 

The  judgmrat  appealed  from  must  be  affirmed,  with  costs. 

Qboybb,  J.,  reads  for  affirmance ;  all  concur. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

In  thb  Mattbb  of  Mabtik  B.  Bbowk  agt.  Ajtdsew  H. 

Green,  Comptroller,  &c. 

The  aadit  and  allowance  by  the  board  of  sapervisors  of  the  oounty  of 
New  York  of  a  cUnm  against  the  county,  is  condosiYe  of  the  li^t  of 
the  claimant  to  reooYer  it,  sabject  only  to  the  examination  and  allow- 
ance of  his  wuckm^  by  the  auditor  and  the  approval  of  the  ccnnptroller 
thereupon. 

The  power  to  examine,  settle  and  allow  aeeounts  is  one  thing ;  this  belongs 
to  the  board  of  supervisors.  And  the  power  to  examine,  allow  and 
approve  wuehen  is  another  thing;  this  belongs  to  the  auditor  and  comp- 
troller. (Theca96itfFlBopUMreLEUi8  9LgLFlagg,lfiJ3bw 

Fi/rat  Departmentj  Nevs  York  General  Terrn^  November^ 
1873. 

Before  Ingbaham,  P.  J.y  Bbadt  cmd  Fanoheb,  JJ. 

Appbax  from  an  order  of  apecial  term  in  proceedings  for 
mandamus. 

Bbady^  J. — ^The  case  oi'ThePeople  ex  rd. EUia ^ Flagg 
(16  How.  Pr.  Bep.y  663),  relied  upon  by  the  respondent,  does 
not  sofficiently  maintain  the  proposition  that,  under  the 
statute  of  1870,  chapter  190,  Laws  of  1870,  the  comptroller 
has  a  revisoiy  power  over,  or  concurrent  power  with,  the 
board  of  supervisors  in  auditing  and  allowing  claims  against 
the  county.  It  is  true  that  the  statute  therein  considered  is 
identically  the  same  as  that  of  18^0,  but  that  adjudication 
must  be  regarded  as  intended  to  apply  to  the  £Etcts  disdoeed 
only.  The  daim  presented  in  that  case  was  allowed  by  the 
supervisors,  and  the  comptroller  directed  to  pay  it.  It  was 
never,  or,  as  the  report  of  the  case  states,  the  bill  was  never 
examined  or  delivered  by  the  auditor  of  the  finance  depart- 
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ment,  and  the  comptroller  refnsed  to  draw  hie  warrant  as 
directed.  The  mandamne  applied  for  was  to  compel  him  to 
pay.  The  act  of  1857^  considered  and  applied  in  that  pro- 
ceeding, provides  {Jjom%  1857,  oka/p,  590,  §  6)  ^^  that  all  moneys 
drawn  from  the  treasury  by  authority  of  the  board  of  super- 
visors shall  be  upon  vouchers  for  the  expenditure  thereof, 
examined  and  allowed  by  the  auditor  and  approved  by  the 
comptroller."  The  right  of  the  relator  to  payment  depended, 
therefore,  upon  the  examination  and  allowance  contemplated ; 
that  is,  the  examination  and  allowance  of  the  vouchers  by  the 
auditor  and  the  approval  of  the  comptroller.  The  bill,  that 
16)  the  voucher,  had  never  been  examined  or  allowed  by  the 
auditor,  and  it  is  clear  that  the  relator  was  not  entitled  to  the 
remedy  which  he  sought  to  obtain.  It  was  his  duty  to  request 
the  examination  and  allowance  of  the  vouchers  presented, 
and  the  approval  of  the  comptroller  thereupon,  and  if  any 
of  the  ministerial  acts  required  were  not  performed,  his  remedy 
was  to  compel  its  performance  by  mandamus.  The  court 
was,  under  the  circumstances,  quite  justified  in  saying :  ^^  It 
is,  therefore,  too  clear  to  admit  of  controversy  that  since  the 
act  of  1857  an  audit  and  allowance  by  the  board  of  supervi- 
sors is  not  sufiScient  to  authorize  the  payment  of  any  money 
out  of  the  treasury ; "  but  the  further  suggestion,  which  seems 
to  be  that  the  daim  must  be  examined  and  allowed  by  the 
auditor  and  approved  by  the  comptroller,  was  neither  neces- 
sary to  the  decision  of  the  appeal  nor  warranted  by  the  law 
of  the  land.  The  learned  justice  who  delivered  the  opinion 
in  that  case  does  not  say  that  the  claim  must  be  examined 
and  allowed,  but  says :  ^^  To  comply  with  the  mandate  of  this 
law,  in  addition  to  such  audit  and  allowance  by  the  board, 
the  same  must  be  examined  and  allowed  by  the  auditor;  and, 
as  a  further  check  and  safeguard,  be  approved  of  by  the  comp- 
troller," and  then  proceeds  to  the  judgment  of  the  court 
^As  in  this  case  there  has  been  no  examination  and  allowance 
by  the  auditor,  nor  any  approval  by  the  comptroller,  which," 
Ac,  thus  indicating,  if  it  be  not  a  positive  statement  thereto. 
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that  the  relator  must  fail,  because  the  prerequisites  of  exami- 
nation and  allowance  by  the  auditor  and  approval  by  the 
comptroller  had  not  been  obtained.  This  case,  therefore, 
which  has  been  frequently  cited  as  an  authority  to  sustain  the 
proposition  that  the  auditor  of  the  finance  department  has 
the  right,  under  the  act  of  1870,  to  examine  and  allow  an 
account,  that  is,  to  pass  upon  its  validity,  notwithstanding 
its  allowance  by  the  board  of  supervisors,  appears,  upon  careful 
examination  of  it,  to  afford  little  support  in  that  direction. 
The  substance  relates  to  the  necessity  of  an  examination  and 
allowance  by  the  auditor  and  approval  by  the  comptroller, 
whether  of  the  voucher  or  claim  does  not  distinctly  appear; 
and  the  shadow,  if  the  expression  may  be  allowed,  is  the  sup- 
posed declaration  of  the  extended  power  of  the  auditor  jnst 
stated.  The  right  and  duty  of  the  auditor  to  examine  the 
vouchers  and  to  allow  them,  under  the  act  of  1853,  cannot  be 
questioned,  and  therefore  Ellis,  the  relator  in  case,  supra,  was 
not  rectua  in  curia^  and  not  entitled  to  the  remedy  he 
attempted  to  invoke.  The  distinction  between  examining 
and  allowing  the  vouchers  and  examining  and  allowing  the 
claim  does  not  appear  to  have  commanded  the  attention  of 
the  court  in  the  case  commerited  upon.  The  assumption 
seems  to  have  been  that  the  statute  related  to  the  demand, 
and  that  the  authority  of  the  auditor  and  comptroller  was 
concurrent  with  that  of  the  board  of  supervisors,  although  it  is 
not  expressly  so  said.  The  distinction,  however,  is  one  which 
cannot  be  disregarded.  As  suggested  by  justice  Suthebland, 
in  The  People  ex  rel.  EeUy  agt.  Hoajos  (12  Ahb.  Pr.  ^.,192), 
in  discussing  the  effect  of  the  provision  of  the  act  of  1853, 
herein  set  out,  "  the  power  to  examine,  settle  and  allow 
accounts  is  one  thing,  and  the  power  to  examine,  allow  and 
approve  vouchers  is  another  thing.  The  word  voucher  would 
seem  to  mean  or  imply  evidence,  written  or  otherwise,  of  the 
truth  of  a  fact  that  the  service  had  been  performed,  not  evi- 
dence of  a  legal  or  mental  conclusion  ;  the  question  whether 
the  service  or  expenses,  assuming  the  service  and  the  expenses 
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to  have  been  in  fact  perfonned,  paid  or  incurred,  and  probably 
cooDter-chargeB,  or  are  properly  allowable  when  the  account 
for  them  is  presented  for  allowance,  or  shonld  be  allowed  to 
A,  B.  or  to  0.  D/'  The  vouchers  to  be  presented,  examined 
and  allowed  by  the  auditor  are  the  account  in  proper  form, 
verified,  the  resolution  of  the  board  of  supervisors  allowing 
it,  and  the  acquittance  or  discharge  to  be  signed  on  payment 
being  made.  The  duty  of  the  auditor  is  to  see  to  it  that  the 
resolution  relates  to  the  account  and  is  genuine;  that  the 
footing  up  of  all  the  items,  if  several  there  be,  is  correct ;  that 
the  account  is  verified  properly,  and  that  all  these  clerical 
duties  shall  have  been  duly  observed  to  make  the  voucher  & 
proper  acquittance  or  discharge  for  the  account  paid.  It  was 
this  safeguard  that  the  l^slature  designed  to  perfect  by  the 
provision  referred  to,  and  thus  to  prevent  the  payment  of  an 
account,  on  resolution  of  the  board  of  supervisors  only,  which 
might  sometime  facilitate  frauds  upon  the  treasury  of  the  city. 
If,  for  example,  the  account  of  a  claimant  was  allowed  ii^  a 
general  way,  one  might  be  presented  to  the  finance .  departs 
ment  differing  in  amount  from  that  passed  upon  by  the  board, 
or  not  properly  certified,  or  not  in  compliance  with  the  statute, 
which  requires  that  the  clerk  of  the  board  shall  designate 
upon  every  account,  upon  which  any  sun)  shall  be  audited 
and  allowed,  the  sum  audited  and  allowed,  and  the  charges 
for  which  the  same  was  allowed  (jSee  vol.  1  Stat,  at  Large 
[Mmonds]y  j>age  340,  §  12 ;  also  1  H&o.  Stat.j  6th  ed.j  859, 
§  58).  And  the  examination  and  allowance  of  the  vouchers, 
that  is,  all  the  prerequisites  to  payment,  would  in  all  proba- 
bility detect  the  fraud  or  omission,  if  the  auditor  did  his  duty. 
The  approval  of  the  comptroller  is  a^  dieck  upon  the  auditor, 
the  former  by  his  examination  being^  advised  of  the  nature  of 
the  vouchers  and  of  the  action  of  the  auditor.  This  view  of 
the  question  accords  with  the  general  duties  of  the  finance 
department,  which  are  not  only  to  pay  the  bill  presented  for 
settlement,  but  to  see  to  it  that  all  the  clerical  tests  are  applied 
to  ascertain  that  the  anK>unt  demanded  is  correct.  In  its  rel&- 
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tion  to  the  board  of  eapervisors  this  is  apparent  That  body 
acte  jadiciallj  in  reference  to  charges  against  the  conntj, 
and  ite  action  is  final  and  condosive  {People  agt.  Supervieors 
Livingiian,  36  £a^.j  118 ;  People  agt.  Stouts  33  ^oii.,  344; 
People  agt  Zawrenoej  6  StU^  344 ;  People  agt.  Superoiwn 
(fDutohsee^  9  Wmd.,  608 ;  wl.  3  Orwry  Sp^l  Pro.jp.  58,  U 
ed.^  and  oases  oUed;  Svpervisors  qf  Chena/ngo  agt  BirdsaU^ 
4Wend.y^6S;  Svpervisorsof  OM>ndaga2i;^BriggSy^Denio^ 
36,  39;  People  agt  Supervisors  of  Sehofieoladyj  35  Bairb^ 
408 ;  J7ti2f  agt.  Knapp,  1  &2e2.,  65). 

In  this  county  its  jndgment  does  not,  however,  as  we  haye 
seen,  entitle  the  creditor  to  payment.  He  mnst  sabmit  his 
vonchers  for  examination,  allowance  and  approval  {Act  of 
1870,  supra).  The  board  determines  the  existence  of  the 
indebtedness,  and  the  finance  department  mnst  see  to  it  that 
proper  vonchejs  are  presented,  examined  and  allowed.  The 
two  things  •  are  in  harmonj  and  entirely  consistent  widi 
each  otiier ;  one  relating  to  the  examination  and  allowanoe  of 
the  claim,  and  the  other  to  its  payment  npon  the  proper 
vouchers.  It  was  not  intended  that  the  auditor  should  sit  ia 
judgment  upon  the  demand,  and  to  subject  his  decision  to  the 
approval  of  the  comptroller.  This  would  be,  in  effect,  cre- 
ating an  appellate^  tribunal,  composed  of  the  auditor  as  chief 
acting  officer,  and  the  comptroller  as  supervisory.  Whether 
the  proceedings,  on  the  part  of  the  bou^  of  supervisors,  are 
the  subject  of  review,  if  firaudulent  or  from  any  cause  illegal 
is  not  the  question  now  before  us.  It  is  not  for  us  to  say, 
either,  on  this  appeal,  whether  the  mandamus  should  be 
refused  as  a  matter  of  discretion.  There  is  nothing  in  the 
record  to  justify  us  in  holding  either  that  the  claim  is  unjust 
or  that  the  supervisors  acted  improperly  in  allowing  it.  The 
examination  of  its  validity  by  the  auditor  is  not  a  judicial 
proceeding.  He  had  not  tiie  power  to  make  it ;  and  his  con- 
clusions differing,  though  they  do,  from  those  of  the  supervi- 
sors, are  not  per  se  evidence  of  fraud  or  unfidmess.  They 
are  nothing  more  than  those  of  any  dtisen  who  should  devote 
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himself  to  the  subject.  They  cannot  intervene  to  defeat  the 
judgment  of  a  competent  tribunal.  The  result  of  these  views 
is  that  the  audit  and  allowance  of  the  board  of  supervisors 
is  conclusive  of  the  right  of  the  relator  to  recover  his  claim, 
subject  only  to  the  examination  and  allowance  of  his  vouchers 
by  the  auditor  and  the  i^proval  of  the  comptroller  thereupon ; 
and  to  the  power  of  the  court  to  intervene  by  due  process,  in 
esse  of  fraud  or  collusion  shown.  These  conclusions  are  su^ 
tained  by  Mr.  justice  Suthebland,  in  The  People  ex  rd. 
KeOy  agt  Hems  {wprci),  and  in  the  recent  cases  of  The  Peo- 
ple ex  rd.  Hashdl  agt  Oreen^  decided  by  judge  J.  F.  Dalt 
in  the  common  pleas,  and  Ex  rd.  Patrick  Martm  agt.  Earle 
and  Oreetiy  decided  by  justice  Fanohbb  at  a  special  term  of 
this  court  Notwithstanding  these  views  and  results,  however, 
the  relator  must  fail  on  this  appeal.  His  application  was  for 
a  mandamus  to  compel  the  comptroller  to  pay  the  demand 
allowed,  and  not  to  compel  the  auditor  to  examine  and  allow 
the  vouchers  and  the  comptroller  to  approve.  The  applica- 
tion thereto  has  not  been  made.  The  auditor  has  proceeded 
to  examine  and  allow  the  claim  as  he  deemed  best ;  but  that 
is,  as  we  have  seen,  not  what  he  is  to  do.  He  has  not  examined 
or  allowed  the  vouchers.  The  relator  is  not  in  a  condition, 
therefore,  to  enforce  payment  until  the  statute  is  complied 
with,  and  he  was  not  entitled  to  the  relief  demanded.  He 
seems  to  have  acted  on  the  assumption  that  the  credit  and 
allowance  of  the  board  of  supervisors  were  sufSdent  In 
this  he  was  in  error.  His  course  was  to  procure  an  examina- 
tion and  allowance  of  his  vouchers,  which,  if  refused,  might 
be  compelled  by  due  process  of  law.  The  order  appealed 
from  must,  for  the  reasons  assigned,  be  afSrmed. 
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The  People  ex  rd.   John  S.  Duffin  agt.   Abraham  L 

Eable^  Auditor,  etc. 

Same  agt.  Aitdrbw  Haswell  Green,   Comptroller  of  the 

County  of  New  York. 

Where  a  laboring  man  has  i>erf  ormed  four  and  a  half  months  of  approved 
labor  for  the  comity  of  New  York,  and  has  gone  the  rounds  of  circmn- 
locution  to  have  his  labor  certified  to  by  the  officer  for  whose  office  the 
services  were  rendered,  and  his  bill  scrutinized  by  a  conmiittee,  and 
approved,  audited  and  ordered  to  be  paid  by  the  board  of  superviBOiB, 
further  technical  impediment  to  its  payment  should  not  prevail,  especi- 
ally where  the  objection  is  made  against  the  original  claim  and  not 
against  the  vouchers  thereof. 

The  relator  was  employed  by  the  board  of  supervisors  of 
the  county  of  New  York  as  a  cleaner  (A  county  buildings, 
and  assigned  to  the  work  of  attending  the  furnaces  in  and 
cleaning  the  offices  of  the  register  of  deeds  of  the  city  and 
county  of  New  York,  and  was  so  employed  for  four  and  a 
half  months  in  the  years  1871  and  1&72.  The  board  of 
supervisors,  on  the  12th  day  of  December,  1872,  audited  and 
allowed  his  claim  for  compensation  in  the  sum  of  $180,  and 
directed  their  comptroller  to  pay  the  same  from  the  proper 
appropriation. 

The  relator  presented  his  claim  to  the  auditor  of  accounts 
and  requested  his  audit,  but  the  auditor,  although  requested 
by  the  relator  more  than  two  hundred  times,  failed  to  audit, 
and  the  comptroller,  after  demand,  refused  to  pay  relator's 
bill. 
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It  was  shown  that  on  the  12th  day  of  December,  1872,  and 
at  the  time  motion  was  made,  there  was  an  appropriation 
applicable  to  the  payment  of  relator's  claim. 

Fanoheb,  J. — The  relator  (a  colored  man)  applied  for  a 
mandamus  against  the  comptroller  and  auditor  of  the  city,  to 
enforce  the  audit  and  payment  of  the  relator's  bill  of  $180, 
as  a  cleaner  of  county  buildings.  His  affidavit  asserts  that 
on  the  15th  day  of  July,  1871,  he  was  employed  by  the  board 
of  supervisors  as  a  cleaner  of  the  county  buildings,  and  that 
on  the  1st  of  December,  1871,  he  was  assigned  to  attend  the 
furnaces  and  fires  in  and  to  sweep  and  clean  the  office  of  the 
register.  He  entered  upon  his  duties  and  faithfully  per- 
formed the  same  up  to  the  15th  day  of  April,  1872,  a  period 
of  four  months  and  a  half,  during  which  time  his  work  was 
done  under  the  supervision  of  the  janitor  of  the  county  court- 
house. 

On  the  19th  day  of  September,  1872,  his  bill  was  presented 
to  the  board  of  supervisors  and  referred  to  the  proper  'com- 
mittee. On  the  10th  day  of  December,  1872,  the  said  board  I 
unanimously  passed  a  resolution  duly  allowing  and  auditing 
the  bill  at  the  sum  of  $180,  and  directing  the  comptroller  to 
pay  the  same  from  the  proper  appropriation. 

There  is  an  unexhausted  appropriation  for  cleaning  and 
county  purposes  out  of  which  the  bill  can  be  paid,  but  after 
a  proper  presentation  of  the  bill  since  its  approval  by  the 
supervisors,  the  auditor  refuses  to  audit  it  and  the  comptroller* 
refuses  to  pay  it. 

The  only  excuse  offered  for  the  refusal  is  contained  in  an 
affidavit  of  the  auditor,  to  the  effect  that,  as  he  is  informed 
and  believes,  the  relator  was  not  employed  as  a  cleaner  of 
county  buildings  on  the  15th  of  July,  1871,  nor  at  any  time 
prior  to  the  15th  of  July,  1872,  on  which  day  he  was  so  first 
employed,  as  appears  by  the  proceedings  of  the  supervisors, 
a  transcript  of  which  is  annexed  to  the  affidavit.  But  the 
transcript  thus  annexed  is  only  a  copy  of  the  proceedings  of 
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July  15th,  1873.  They  show,  it  ib  true,  that  there  was  an 
appointment  on  that  daj,  by  a  reaolution  of  the  enperyison, 
of  a  number  of  cleaners  of  the  conntj  bmldings,  and  among 
them  the  relator,  whose  names  are  ordered  on  the  pay-roll  of 
the  janitor  of  the  new  coanty  court-house ;  yet  because  thoe 
was  a  new  appointment  of  certain  cleaners  on  that  day,  is  it 
any  proof  that  DufSn  was  not  also  theretofore  appointed.  He 
swears  that  he  was  appointed  on  the  16th  of  July,  1871,  and 
rendered  the  service  required  under  the  appointment  for  the 
four  and  a  half  months  above  specified.  There  is  no  denial 
that  his  bill  was  approved  by  the  register's  indorsement  and 
was  properly  presented  to  the  supervisors;  nor  that  the 
supervisors  audited  and  allowed  the  bill  on  the  12th  of 
December,  1872,  and  ordered  it  paid.  Moreover,  it  appears 
that  the  relator  rendered  the  services  specified  in  the  bill  for 
such  four  months  and  a  half,  and  that  the  fact  has  been  certi- 
fied to  by  the  register  by  his  indorsement  of  the  bill. 

I  have  referred  to  the  printed  proceedings  of  the  board  of 
supervisors,  and  find  on  page  106  of  the  proceedings  for  1878, 
the  following  of  December  12th,  1872 : 

^^  The  committee  on  county  officers,  to  whom  was  referred 
the  annexed  bill,  respectfully  report :  That  the  9ame  is  legally 
inourrsdf  but  in  the  estimation  of  your  committee  the  charges 
are  too  large,  and  are  in  favor  of  allowing  the  claims  at  the 
rate  of  forty  dollars  per  month.  The  following  is  therefore 
submitted : 

•  <<  Resohed,  That  the  bill  of  John  S.  Duffin,  for  attending 
fires  and  furnaces  at  the  register's  office,  amounting  to 
$291.66,  be  audited  and  allowed  at  $180  (being  four  months 
and  a  half  at  $40  per  month),  and  the  comptroller  directed 
to  pay  it  fix>m  the  proper  appropriation. 

(Signed  by  five  members,  being  the  committee  on  county 
officers.) 

^^  Resolution  accepted  and  resolution  adopted  by  the  follow- 
ing vote,  vuB. : "  (all  the  twelve  supervisors  present). 

I  think  this  substantiates  the  relator's  statement  that  his 


NBW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.  til 

-  —  ■  —      -   -  —  -  ■ .  ■  ^^1 

People  ex  reL  Doffln  agt  Earie. 

, 1 

bill  waa  audited  and  allowed  by  the  Baperyisors  at  $180  on 
the  12th  of  December,  1872,  and  that  the  bill  was  then 
ordered  bj  the  supervisors  to  be  paid.  When,  as  in  this  case, 
it  is  shown  that  the  labor  for  which  the  claim  is  made  has 
actnaUj  been  performed,  the  audit  and  approval  of  the  bill 
by  the  supervisors  is  sufSdent  to  create  a  county  liability. 
While  the  vigilance  and  scrutiny  of  the  comptroller's  office 
are  to  be  conmiended  in  resisting  numerous  improper 
demands  on  the  city  treasury,  still,  when  a  working  man  has 
performed  four  and  a  half  months  of  approved  labor  for  the 
county,  and  has  gone  the  rounds  of  circumlocution  to  have 
his  labor  certified  to  by  the  register  and  his  bill  scrutinized 
by  a  committee,  and  approved,  audited  and  ordered  to  be  paid 
by  the  board  of  supervisors,  further  technical  impediment  to 
its  payment  should  not  prevaiL 

The  motion  for  a  mandamus  to  the  auditor  and  comptroller 
is  granted. 
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SUPREME  COUET. 
Thb  Alexander  Pkbsbttbriak  Chuboh  agt.  The  Presbt- 

TERIAN   OhUBOH,  OOSNEB  FiFTH  AyENUS  Ain>  NiNETEEHTH 

Stbeet. 

Where  a  religious  corporation,  by  means  of  subscriptions  flx)m  its  membeis 
principally,  establish  a  mission  school  and  chapel  in  another  location, 
and  purchase  premises  and  erect  buildings  thereon,  and  continue  such 
Sunday  school  and  ministry  in  the  chapel  for  a  number  of  years,  and 
the  persons  who  statedly  worship  at  said  chapel  become  numerous  and 
strong  enough  to  be  and  are  organized  into  a  separate  church  corpora- 
tion, under  another  title,  with  the  consent  of  the  original  church,  tlie 
new  corporation  does  not  thereby  become  vested  with  any  rights  in  the 
premises  they  occupy  to  the  exclusion  of  the  original  church. 

Neither  can  the  original  church  be  declared  a  trustee  of  such  premises  for 
the  benefit  of  the  new  corporation;  on  the  contrary,  the  rights  and 
ownership  of  the  former  in  the  premises  are  unchanged,  and  they  are 
authorized  to  cloto  up  such  Sunday  school  and  chapel  wheneva  they 
think  proper. 

Nefw  York  Special  Temij  Februa/ry^  1873. 

The  defendants  are  a  religious  society  incorporated  under 
the  laws  of  the  state  of  New  York.  In  or  about  the  year 
1853  thej  had  established  in  the  Seventh  avenue,  between 
Seventeenth  and  Eighteenth  streets,  a  mission  Sunday  school, 
and  it  having  been  deemed  advisable  to  establish  a  chapel  in 
which  religious  services  could  be  held,  as  well  as  the  Sunday 
school,  a  subscription  was  taken  up  among  the  members  of 
the  defendants  for  that  purpose;  and  with  the  money  bo 
raised  a  lot  was  purchased  and  building  erected  by  the  trus- 
tees of  the  defendants.  The  title  to  the  premises  was  taken 
in  the  name  of  the  defendants. 

They  from  that  time,  up  to  the  year  1865,  continued  to 
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support  the  said  chapel  Ind  Sanday  Bchool,  almost  entirely  by 
contributions  made  by  the  defendants. 

That  in  the  year  1865,  pursuant  to  the  permission  accorded 
by  the  laws  of  1850,  the  persons  statedly  worshipping  at  the 
said  chapel  were  separately  incor|>orated  under  the  name  of 
'^  The  Alexander  Church,"  the  plaintifiEk  in  this  action,  and 
they  continued  to  worship  in  that  building  until  they  were 
shut  out  of  it  by  order  of  the  defendants.  This  action  is 
brought  to  have  it  established  that  the  defendants  hold  said 
property  in  trust  for  the  plaintiffs,  and  for  an  injunction 
restraining  the  defendants  from  all  further  occupancy  of  said 
building,  and  from  the  management  and  control  of  the  Sun- 
day  school  therein. 

R.  MoK.  Obmsbt,  for  plcdntiffa. 
Owen,  Nash  &  Gray,  for  defendcmU. 

Van  Brunt,  J. — I  have  been  imable  to  see  how  the  plain- 
tifEs  have  established  any  right  to  the  relief  which  they  claim 
in  this  action. 

It  is  true  that  the  money  which  was  subscribed  and  placed 
in  the  hands  of  the  defendants  was  so  intrusted  to  them  for 
the  purpose  of  procuring  suitable  premises  in  which  to  estab- 
lish  a  mission  chapel  and  Sunday  school,  and  it  may  be  that 
the  subscribers  to  that  fund  would  have  the  right  to  say  that 
it  should  not  be  diverted  from  that  purpose ;  but  it  is  difficult 
to  see  how  any  person  or  persons  other  than  the  contributors 
to  the  fund  have  any  standing  in  court,  so  as  to  complain  of 
the  manner  in  which  the  fand  is  administered. 

No  person  can  say  that  they  have  acquired  any  vested 
ri^t  to  receive  the  benefit  of  that  fund,  and  that  they  shall 
enjoy  its  benefits  to  the  exclusion  of  all  others,  or  that  they 
have  succeeded  to  the  defendants  as  the  persons  authorized 
to  manage  said  fund. 

It  is  claimed  that  the  persons  worshiping  in  the  chapel, 
by  having,  with  the  consent  qf  the  trustees  of  the  ctefendcmtSy 
Vol.  XLVE  40 
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become  incorporated,  have  acquired  some  other  or  greater 
rights  than  thej  otherwise  would  have  had.  How  Biidi 
rights  have  arisen  does  not  clearly  appear.  As  members  of 
the  defendant's  society  thej  had  no  vested  rights  in  this  pro- 
perty, the  sole  management  being  in  the  defendants ;  and  how, 
when  their  rebtionship  with  the  defendants  has  ceased,  each 
rights  shonld  have  attached,  except  because  their  incorpora- 
tion was  with  the  consent  of  the  defendants,  cannot  be 
explained.  Before  the  incorporation  of  the  plaintiffi,  the 
defendants  certainly  conld  have  closed  these  premises,  and 
they  have  not  in  any  manner  surrendered  their  control  OYcr 
them. 

Further,  it  appears  that  from  the  time  of  the  acquisition 
of  this  property  to  the  present  time,  the  defendants  have 
maintained  in  that  building  a  mission  school,  the  teachers 
and  machinery  of  the  school  being  supplied  by  the  defend- 
ants, one  of  the  very  purposes  for  which  this  money  was  sub- 
scribed and  the  property  bought,  and  by  this  action  the 
plaintiffs  seek  to  deprive  the  defendants  of  the  use  of  anj 
part  of  this  building  for  the  uses  of  thevr  mission  school 
Although  they  do  not  ask  this  in  so  many  words,  yet  in  effect 
it  is  the  same,  because  they  do  ask  that  the  defendants  may 
be  restrained  from  the  further  occupancy  of  said  building. 
In  other  words,  they  have  bought  and  paid  for  the  buildings 
for  the  purposes  of  a  school,  and  are  now  to  be  deprived  of 
the  use  of  them  for  that  purpose,  because  the  persons  whom 
they  have  allowed  to  worship  in  that  building  have  become 
strong  and  numerous  enough  to  form  a  separate  organization. 
This  would,  it  seems  to  mo,  instead  of  carrying  out  the  wishes 
of  the  donors,  be  going  directly  contrary  to  them. 

This  property  may  be  trust  property,  but  it  is  to  be  man- 
aged by  the  defendants  as  they  see  fit,  only  to  be  called  to 
account,  if  by  any  body,  by  the  persons  who  contributed  the 
fund ;  certainly  not  by  any  persons  who  may  have  enjoyed 
the  benefit  of  the  fund. 

The  complaint  must  be  dismissed. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

Thb  Pbopls  ex  rel.  Thb  Paoifio  Mail  Stbamship  Compakt 
agt.  The  Commibsionebs  of  Ta;b8  and  Asssssmbnts  fob 
THB  Cmr  Ajsrn  County  of  Nbw  Yobk. 

In  lacertaining  the  yalue  of  the  capital  ttoek  of  a  corporation  for  the  pur- 
poee  of  iaesaikm,  the  commisBionerB  of  taxes  and  assessments,  where  there 
is  no  sworn  evidence  before  them,  are  Jostifled  in  ascertaining  such  yalue 
from  other  soorces,  as  they  do  in  valuhig  real  estate. 

In  addidon  to  this  it  is  equally  the  duty  of  the  commissioners  to  condder 
the  indsbtHtnen  of  the  corporation  as  reducing  the  actual  yalue  of  the 
stock,  and  form  their  estimate  on  that  basis. 

AD  jMnMurfprcfMTty  belonging  to  a  corporation  permanently  located  oul 
qfikUtitate  is  exempt  from  taxation  here.  Such  property,  therefore,  is 
not  to  be  yalued  as  part  of  the  capital  stock  of  the  corporation. 

Gbbtiobabi  to  the  commisBioners  of  taxes  and  aaeeBaments 
of  the  city  of  New  York. 

Fvrsi  Depwrimefniby  New  Tork  ChMTci  Term^  December^ 
1878. 

Before  Inobahah,  P.  J.y  Bbadt  CMd  Fanohbb,  JJ. 

MoBBiB  &  Billings,  (xUomeyefor  relaiors. 

The  relators  were  assessed  for  personal  property  for  the 
year  1873  in  the  sum  of  $20,000,000,  which  is  the  exact 
amount  of  their  capital  stock.  Feeling  aggrieved  by  this 
assessment  they  made  timely  application  to  the  commissioners 
of  taxes  and  assessments  to  have  the  same  corrected,  and 
thereupon  F.  W.  G.  Bellows,  the  vice-president  of  the  rela- 
tors, was  examined  nnder  oath  by  the  said  commissioners, 
and  his  written  deposition  thus  taken  is  annexed  to  their 
return  to  the  writ  of  certiorari  herein,  and  is  marked 
schedule  A. 
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By  this  deposition  it  appears  that  the  Pacific  Mail  Steam- 
ship  Company  was  incorporated  for  the  purpose  of  building, 
equipping,  furnishing,  fitting,  purcliasing,  chartering  aiid 
owning  vessels  to  be  propelled  solely  or  partially  by  the 
power  of  steam,  or  other  expansive  fluid  or  motive  power, 
and  to  be  run  and  propelled  in  navigating  the  Pacific  ocean; 
that  the  greater  portion  of  the  operations  of  said  company 
are  necessarily  transacted,  and  always  have  been,  outside  of 
the  state  of  New  York,  and  that  nearly  all  the  real  and  per- 
sonal property  belonging  to  said  company  is  necessarily,  and 
always  has  been,  located  beyond  the  limits  of  said  state ;  that 
the  place  of  business  of  said  company  is  intended  and  used 
only  for  the  purpose  of  the  general  management  of  its  affairs, 
the  meetings  of  its  stockholders  and  board  of  directors,  and 
the  keeping  of  its  general  accounts  and  records ;  that  schedules 
B  and  C,  annexed  to  said  deposition,  contain  true  and  aeon- 
rate  statements  of  all  the  personal  property  belonging  to  said 
company,  which,  on  and  between  the  first  days  of  January  and 
February,  1873,  was  situated  within  the  state  of  New  York,  and 
the  respective  values  thereof,  and  that  all  the  rest  of  tlic  per- 
sonal property  of  every  kind  and  description  which  belonged 
to  said  company,  or  to  or  in  which  it  was  in  any  way  entitled 
or  interested  at  the  time  the  assessment  was  made,  was  then 
j[>erm(merMi/  located  beyond  the  limits  of  this  state. 

It  was  claimed,  on  said  application,  that  the  relators  could 
not  be  legally  taxed  for  any  of  the  property  described  in  said 
schedule  B,  and  this  claim  has  been  allowed  by  the  said  com- 
missioners. 

It  was  also  claimed  on  behalf  of  said  relators  tliat  all  por- 
tions of  their  personal  property  which,  on  and  between  the 
said  first  days  of  January  and  February,  1873,  were  situated 
beyond  the  limits  of  the  state  of  New  York  were  exempt  from 
taxation  by  the  laws  of  said  state,  and  that  the  only  portion 
of  such  personal  property  for  which  they  were  liable  to  be 
taxed  under  the  laws  of  tliis  state  for  the  said  year  1S73  was 
that  which  is  described  in  the  said  schedule  C,  annexed  to 
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said  deposition,  the  aggregate  value  of  which  is  $1,736,371.99. 
The  commissioners  rejected  this  claim  of  the  relators  to 
have  the  said  assessuient  reduced  to  the  said  sum  of 
$1,736,371.99,  and  fixed  it  at  $6,808,927,  which  necessarily 
includes  the  value  of  'personal  property  of  the  relators  which, 
at  the  time  aforesaid,  was  permanently  located  beyond  the 
limits  of  this  state. 

The  relators,  claiming  such  decision  to  be  erroneous,  have 
taken  this  proceeding  to  have  the  same  corrected. 

I.  The  only  evidence  before  the  commissioners  on  the  appli- 
cation to  correct  this  assessment  is  contained  in  the  said 
deposition  of  F.  W.  G.  Bellows,  the  vice-president  qf  the  com- 
[>any,  which  was  sworn  to  before  one  of  the  commissioners. 

On  the  return  of  a  writ  of  certiorcm  the  court  can  only 
look  at  the  facts  returned.  It  will  not  assume  that  there  was 
other  evidence  before  the  inferior  tribunal  to  sustain  its  acts 
{The  People  agt.  Soper,  3  Seld.  R.,  432). 

The  facts  contained  in  the  said  deposition  are  uncontra- 
dicted. The  commissioners  were  therefore  bound  to  act  in 
accordance  therewith  {TTie  People  agt.  HowUmd,  61  Barb., 
p.  285). 

Under  the  assessment  law,  as  it  stood  under  the  Bevised 
Statutes,  and  before  the  amendment  of  1851,  the  assessors 
were  bound  to  correct  their  assessment  roll  on  the  application 
of  any  person  assessed,  in  accordance  with  his  affidavit,  made 
and  produced  to  them  in  conformity  with  the  statute  {Li/o- 
ingston  agt.  SoUenbecky  4  Barb.  8.  C.  JS.y  9 ;  I^  People  agt. 
Bupervisors  of  Westchester  Co.j  16  id.y  615).  The  act  of 
1851,  amending  this  statute  {see  Laws  of  1851^  ehap,  176,^. 
334),  takes  away  the  condicsweness  of  the  affidavit  before 
required,  and  makes  it  the  duty  of  the  assessors  to  examine 
under  oath  the  person  applying  for  a  reduction  of  the  assess- 
ment, touching  the  value  of  his  property,  and  after  such 
examination  to  fix  such  value  as  they  may  deem  just.  But 
this  provision  does  not  give  the  assessors  any  right  to  fix  such 
value  arbitrarily  or  capriciously,  and  when  they  have  no  ground 
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in  the  evidence  so  taken  to  fix  a  valuation  different  from  ihat 
sworn  to  by  the  person  applying  for  such  reduction,  they  are 
bound  to  follow  his  statement  under  oath  as  much  so  as  the 
assessors  were  bound  by  tiie  affidavit  formerly  required  {The 
PeopU  agt.  ReddAi,  43  Barb.  S.  C.  R.i  p.  644;  The  PeopU 
agt.  Ferguson^  88  N.  T.  B.^p.  92). 

But  there  is  no  dispute  about  the  fEtcts,  it  not  bemg  pie- 
tended  that  the  original  assessment  of  $20,000,000  was  the 
result  of  any  investigation  by  or  under  the  direction  of  the 
commissioners,  in  relation  to  the  value  of  the  capital  of  the 
relators,  or  the  particular  kinds  of  property  in  which  it  wu 
invested,  or  the  places  in  which  the  same  was  situated.  It  is 
dear,  from  the  return,  that  the  commissioners  merely  assessed 
the  relators  in  the  full  amount  of  the  nominal  value  of  their 
capital,  leaving  them  to  apply  for  such  deductions  as  thej 
might  be  entitled  to. 

It  was  upon  the  application  of  the  relators  to  reduce  thifl 
assessment  that  the  first  investigation  of  these  matters  was 
made  by  the  conmiissioners ;  and  this  deposition  of  Mr.  Bel- 
lows contains  the  only  information  upon  which  their  action 
on  such  application  was  founded.  In  no  other  way  did  they 
acquire  the  information  which  enabled  them  to  decide  thiit 
the  actual  value  of  the  capital  of  the  relators  was  $10,000,000, 
or  that  the  deductions  which  they  have  allowed  should  be 
made ;  and  they  had  full  power  and  opportunity  by  a  further 
examination  of  Air.  Bellows,  or  of  other  parties,  to  investigate 
any  matter  contained  in  his  deposition,  concerning  which 
they  might  require  further  information. 

U.  It  must  therefore  be  assumed  as  a  fact  that,  ezclosiye 
of  the  property  described  in  schedule  B,  annexed  to  the  said 
deposition  of  F.  W.  G.  Bellows,  and  which  is  admitted  to  be 
exempt  from  taxation,  the  only  other  portion  of  the  personal 
property  of  the  relators  which,  at  tie  time  aforesaid,  was 
situated  within  the  limits  of  this  state,  is  correctly  described 
in  schedule  C,  annexed  to  said  deposition,  and  that  the  aggre- 
gate value  thereof  did  not  exceed  the  sum  of  $1,786,371.99; 
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and  the  claim  which  we  make  is  that  this  is  the  only  portion 
of  the  personal  property  of  the  relators  for  which  they  were 
liable,  mider  the  laws  of  this  stat%  to  be  taxed  for  the  year 
1873,  the  remaining  portion  of  such  personal  property  having 
been  at  the  time  aforesaid  permanently  located  beyond  the 
limits  of  this  state,  and  therefore  exempt  from  taxation. 

m.  The  act  which  is  the  basis  of  all  taxation  in  this  state 
(see  1  jr.  Y,  Statutes  at  Large^  EdmoncUf  ed.^p.  860)  is  enti- 
tled, ^^  Of  the  property  liable  to  taxation.''  And  in  the  first 
section  of  this  act  the  subject  of  the  taxation  is  described  ^*  as 
all  real  and  personal  estate  wUhm  this  state,  whether  owned 
by  individnals  or  by  ccrparationa.^^ 

This  language  contains  an  implied  declaration  that  all  landa 
and  all  property  situated  withaitt  the  state,  whether  owned 
by  individoals  or  corporations,  is  not  liable  to  taxation. 

lY.  The  proper  construction  of  this  act,  so  fitr  as  it  relates 
to  individtuUsy  was  settled  by  the  court  of  appeals  in  the  case 
of  the  People  em  rd.  Hoyt  agt.  The  Com/miseian&re  qf  Taxes 
and  Aeifesements  (23  If.  T.  R.^p.  224).  It  was  held  in  that 
case  that  a  resident  of  this  state  is  not  taxable  here  upon  such 
of  his  personal  property  ae  is  a^otually  situated  out  of  thia 
state,  and  that  such  property  is  not  taxable  here  upon  the 
fiction  that  its  sitvs  follows  that  of  the  owner. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  in  that  case  was  intended  to 
embrace  only  property  which  is  visible  and  tangible^  so  as  to 
be  capable  of  having  an  a^stual  situs  away  from  the  owner  or 
his  domicile.  But  in  the  subsequent  case  of  the  People  ex  ret. 
J^erson  agt.  Gardner  (51  Barb.  S.  C.  jS.,  862),  the  principle 
is  extended  to  capital  invested  in  loans  in  other  states,  taken 
md  held  in  those  states  by  agents. 

Although  these  decisions  relate  merely  to  individuals^  they 
apply  with  equal  force  to  corporations,  there  being  nothing 
in  the  opinion  of  the  court  in  either  case  which  restricts  its 
q>eration8  to  individuals. 

And  in  the  case  of  the  People  ex  rel.  Bank  of  the  Com- 
maniweaUh  agt  The  Commissioners  qf  Taxes  and  Assessments^ 
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which  was  decided  at  the  mme  term  of  the  court  of  appeals 
as  the  case  of  Hoyt  agt.  The  CommissionerB  of  Taaes  and 
Assessments  {stipra)^  it  w^  declared  that  corporations  are 
now  entitled  to  the  same  exemption  of  property  from  taxa- 
tion as  individuals  (  The  People  ex  rd.  Ba/nJc  of  the  Coinmm- 
wealth  agt.  The  Commissionet'Sj  23  JV.  Y.  R.^  pp.^  194, 195). 

Mr.  ch.  j.  CoicBTOOK,  in  his  opinion  in  the  last  mentioBed 
case,  says :  ^'  The  language  of  the  statute  is  that  all  lands  and 
personal  property  within  this  state,  whether  owned  by  indi- 
yiduals  or  corporations^  shall  be  liable  to  taxation.  If  this 
language  does  not  apply  the  same  rule  of  taxation  and  exemp- 
tion to  individuals  and  corporations,  I  greatly  misapprehend 
its  meaning  "  (23  i\r.  Y.  R.^  216  and  216). 

But  the  opinion  of  the  court  is  principally  based  upon  the 
change  in  the  system  of  taxation  of  corporations  effected  hy 
the  act  of  the  legislature  of  this  state,  passed  April  15th, 
1857. 

Prior  to  this  act  the  principle  of  taxation  of  moneyed 
corporations  was  that  the  amount  of  the  capital,  except  such 
portion  thereof  as  had  been  paid  out  for  the  purchase  of  real 
estate,  was  to  be  taken  as  the  amount  of  the  personal  estate 
of  the  corporation  for  which  it  was  to  be  taxed,  whether  it 
had  been  impaired  by  losses  or  increased  by  accumulated 
profits  (^^.,  p.  193). 

By  section  3  of  the  act  of  1857  {see  L.  1857,  eh.  456)  it  is 
declared  that  the  capital  stock  of  every  company  liable  to 
taxation  '^  shall  be  assessed  at  its  aettuU  value,  and  tawed  m 
the  same  manner  as  the  other  personal  a/nd  real  estate  of  the 
caaniyP 

By  this  act  two  important  changes  were  effected  in  the  bjb- 
tem  of  taxing  corporations :  1st  The  capital  was  no  longer 
to  be  taxed  at  its  nominal  but  at  its  aottud  value ;  2d.  The 
property  constituting  the  capital  was  to  be^taxed  in  the  same 
manner  as  the  property  of  individuals  {Bank  of  Oommeroe 
agt.  City  of  Nev)  Yorhy  2  Black.  jB.,  629 ;  opinion  qfUr. 
justice  N£L80N,  Bofnk  Tom  Case^  2  WaUaoCj  200-210). 
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In  constming  this  section,  fall  effect  mnst  be  given  to  both 
of  its  clauses.  There  would  be  no  meaning  in  the  second 
danse  if  the  only  change  intended  by  the  legislature  had 
been  that  contained  in  the  first. 

In  the  case  of  the  Bank  of  the  CommonwedUh  agt  7%e 
Commissioners  of  Tames  {yat  stipra)^  Dbnio,  J.,  says,  at  page 
194 :  ^^  In  1857  an  act  was  passed  which  completely  changed 
the  system  of  assessment  of  corporations."  Under  this  act 
'4t  is  the  duty  of  the  assessors  to  asce(rtain  the  character  and 
worth  of  the  secnrities  in  which  th^  funds  of  the  corporation 
have  been  invested.  It  is  equally  their  duty  to  inquire 
whether  any  of  the  property"  into  which  the  capital  has  been 
converted  is  esoempi  by  law  from  taxation"  {id.^p.  195). 

"Whether  such  exempt  property  belongs  to  an  individual 
or  to  a  4X)rpora4ion  taxed  upon  its  capital,  therule  isthesame. 
The  exempt  property  is  to  be  deducted  from  the  aggr^ate 
valuation,  and  the  tax  is  to  be  imposed  upon  the  residue  " 
{id^pp.  214  and  215). 

Y.  The  case  of  Ha/i/es  agt  Paeifio  Mwil  SUmnship  Com- 
pam/y  decided  by  the  supreme  court  of  the  United  States, 
and  reported  in  17  How.  R.^  p.  596,  affords  no  guide  for  the 
decision  of  the  question  presented  by  this  case. 

It  was  decided  in  1864,  before  the  change  in  the  system  of 
taxation  of  •corporations  in  this  state,  which  was  effected  by 
the  act  of  1857,  and  one  of  the  facts  dwelt  upon  by  Mr.  jus- 
tice Nelson  in  his  opinion,  in  that  case,  was  that  ^'  taxes  had 
been  assessed  upon  all  the  capital  of  the  Pacific  Mail  Steam- 
ship Oompany,  represented  hy  ths  steaimersj  in  the  state  of 
Kew  York,  'wnder  the  lanjos  cf  that  state^  ever  since  they  had 
been  employed  in  the   navigation  down  to    that    time." 
Another  essential  &ct,  upon  which  the  judgment  in  that  case 
was  founded,  was  that  these  steamers  were  in  transitu^ 
hatoing  no  situs  in  Oalifomia  nor  permanent  connection  with 
its  internal  commerce  {see  opinion  of  Mr.  justice  Oampbeli,^ 
p.  600). 
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In  the  present  case,  the  irresistible  inference  to  be  drawn 
from  the  deposition  of  Mr.  Bellows,  which  states  that  all 
these  steamers,  at  the  time  this  assessment  was  made,  were 
perma/nenUy  located  beyond  the  Umits  of  this  state,  is,  that 
they  were  not  then  in  traneitUj  but  had  an  actual  dtua  out 
of  the  state,  and  that  being  so,  the  fact,  even  if  tme,  that 
they  were  registered  in  the  city  of  New  York,  is  of  no 
importance.  See  St.  Zoids  agt  Wigging  Ferry  Company  (40 
Jfiseouri  R.,p.  690),  in  which  case  Mr.  justice  Holmes,  deli- 
vering the  opinion  of  the  court,  says :  ^'  The  personal  property 
of  the  company  which  is  permanently  located  or  actually 
situated  in  Illinois  is,  no  doubt,  taxable  there^only ;  but  these 
registered  boats  must  be  held  to  be  taxable  here  only.  It 
does  not  necessarily  follow  from  this  that  all  boats  and  vesaek 
that  may  be  registered  at  this  port  must  be  liable  to  taxation 
here." 

But  there  is  no  evidence  whatever,  in  the  papers  before 
the  court,  to  show  that  these  steamers  are  or  ever  hft^e 
been  registered  at  New  York,  and  no  presumptions  in  favor 
of  it  are  to  be  indulged  in. 

The  commissioners  had  full  opportunity  to  investigate  that 
subject,  if  they  had  deemed  it  important,  by  a  farther 
examination  of  Mr.  Bellows  or  of  other  parties,  but  neglec- 
ted to  do  so;  and  the  argument  that  these  steamers mnst 
have  been  reigistered  in  New  York,  as  they  could  not  legally 
be  registered  elsewhere,  this  being  their  home  port,  under  the 
act  of  congress  relating  to  the  registry  of  vessels,  is  altogether 
fallacious :  1st,  because  there  is  no  evidence  that  they  hsve 
been  registered  anywhere;  and,  2d,  because  they  may  all 
have  been  purchased  by  the  relators  while  they  were  in  a 
district  other  than  the  one  which  includes  the  port  of  New 
York,  in  which  case  they  were  entitled  to,  and  could  only,  be 
registered  by  the  collector  of  the  district  where  they  happened 
to  be  at  the  time  of  such  purchase  {see  act  in  queetiony  1  U* 
8.  Statutes  at  La/rgcyp.  292). 

YI.  There  are,  undoubtedly,  many  cases  which  seem  to 
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hold  that  the  siitia  of  a  vessel  must  of  necessity  be  the  place 
of  its  registration,  but  a  careful  examination  of  them  will 
show  that  no  such  doctrine  has  really  been  held,  except  in 
eases  of  vessels  regiUarly  departing  from  and  returning  to 
the  port  where  they  were  registered. 

.  And,  upon  principle,  there  is  no  reason  why  the  fiction  of 
law,  that  the  sittis  of  personal  property  follows  that  of  the 
owner,  which  it  is  admitted  does  not  prevail  for  the  purposes 
of  taxation  in  regard  to  other  personal  property,  should  be 
applied  to  steamdiips  which  have  an  aotttal  situs  out  of  this 
state. 

VH.  But  admitting,  for  the  sake  of  the  argument,  that 
the  eitus  of  these  steamers,  at  the  time  of  this  assessment, 
was  the  city  of  New  York,  and  that  they  were,  therefore, 
legally  liable  to  be  taxed  here,  their  taxable  value  did  not 
exceed  the  sum  of  $2,500,000  {see  deposition  of  Mr.  Bet- 
lau>s^  printed paperSj  p.  Il,yb2.  30),  which  sum,  added  to  the 
aggregate  value  of  the  property  described  in  schedule  0, 
annexed  to  said  deposition,  viz.,  $1,736,371.99,  would  make 
the  sum  for  which  the  relators  were  taxable,  for  the  year  1873, 
$4,236,371.99  instead  of  $6,808,927,  at  which  it  has  been 
fixed  by  the  commissioners,  a  difference  of  $2,572,655.01.  It 
is  very  dear  that  if  the  commissioners  had  assessed  these 
steamers  at  a  higher  figure  than  $2,500,000,  they  would  neces- 
sarily have  valued  the  capital  of  the  relators  at  more  than 
$10,000,000.  They  could  not,  consistently  with  the  deposi- 
tion of  Mr.  Bellows,  have  materially  reduced  the  figures  at 
which  he  estimates  the  value  of  the  other  descriptions  of  per- 
sonal property  belonging  to  the  relators,  as  shown  in  the 
several  schedules  annexed  to  said  description. 

Vlil.  The  result  is,  that  if  the  steamers  described  in 
schedule  D,  annexed  to  said  deposition,  should  be  included 
in  the  assessment,  the  sum  upon  which  the  relators  were 
liable  to  be  taxed  for  the  year  1873  was  $4,236,371.99,  and  if 
these  steamers  shovld  he  exdudedj  as  we  claim,  then  such 
8am  should  be  reduced  to  $1,736,371.99,  which  is  the  aggre. 
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gate  valae  of  the  property  di^ribed  in  schedule  C,  aimezed 
to  said  deposition. 

IX.  If  the  relators  are  not  entitled  to  the  exemption  con- 
tended f  or,  then  the  commissioners  erred  in  not  dedacting 
firom  the  actual  value  of  the  capital  of  the  relators  the  amount 
of  their  debts,  as  shown  in  the  said  deposition  of  F.  W.  6. 
Bellows,  and  estimated  in  the  aggr^ate  at  the  sum  of 
$2,834,398.09  (^S^  p.  12  of  printed  papers).  This  wonl4 
be  a  proper  reduction  in  the  case  of  an  individual,  and 
by  the  act  of  1857,  above  referred  tp,  the  capital  stock  of 
every  corporation,  liable  to  taxation,  is  to  be  taxed  in  th^ 
same  manner  as  the  property  of  individuals  {The  People  agt* 
Ferguaouy  88  JT.  F.,  91). 

X.  No  difficulty  arises  from  the  fact,  returned  by  the  c(»n- 
m^ioners,  that  they  have  delivered  the  assessment  rolls  to  the 
supervisors.  The  vmt  of  certiorari  was  issu^  and  s^nred 
on  them  before  they  made  such  delivery  {see  affidamt  of  0, 
P.  C.  JSiUmgs).  This  arrested  the  rolls  in  their  hands  and 
stayed  all  proceedings  upon  them.  And  this.eourt  can  direct 
a  writ  of  certiorari  to  the  board  of  supervisors  to  bring  the 
assessment  rolls  before  it,  and  direct  its  dei^  to  correct  the 
same  {The  People  agt  Reddy,  43  Bofrh.  H.^p.  546). 

XI.  Again,  if  the  exemption  contended  for  cannot  be 
allowed,  the  commissioners  erred  in  not  deducting  from,  the 
actual  value  of  the  capital  of  the  relators  the  sum  of 
$5,106,000,  which  is  the  aggregate  value  of  the  steamships 
included  in  schedule  D,  annexed  to  the  said  deposition. 

The  value  of  these  steamships  necessarily  forms  part  of  the 
value  of  said  capital,  as  ascertained  by  said  conunissioDera, 
and  the  ships  themselves  are  exempt  from  state  taxation: 
1st,  because  they  are  employed  in  foreign  commerce;  2d, 
because  they  are  employed  by  the  government  of  the  United 
States  in  transporting  the  mails ;  3d,  by  reason  of  the  pro- 
vision of  the  constitution  of  the  United  States  {art.  1,  §  10, 
svl.  2),  which  prohibits  the  state  from  laying  any  duty  on 
tonnage ;  4th9  by  reason  of  the  provision  of  the  oonstitu- 
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tion  of  the  United  States  {art.  1,  §  9,  svh.  5)  which  declares 
that  no  preference  shall  be  given  by  any  regulations  of  com- 
merce or  revenue  to  the  ports  of  one  state  over  those  of 
another  {Cftbbons  agt.  Ogden^  9  Whea;t,jp.  498;  Brovon  agt. 
8t(Ue  of  Maryland^  12  irf.,  419 ;  Passenger  CaseSy  7  How^y 
400 ;  The  People  agt.  Brooks^  4  Denio^  476 ;  Oiiy  of  New 
TorJc  agt  MH/n^  1  PeterSy  136 ;  MoOuUoch  agt.  Ths  State 
of  Mwrylandy  4  WKecvt.y  p.  816 ;  Weston  agt.  The  City  of 
ChaHesUmy  2  PeterSy  467;  Bank  qf  Commerce  Casey  2  Blacky 
260 ;  Osbom  agt.  The  Bank  of  the  United  StateSy  9  Wheat.y 
738). 

£•  Dblafield  Smith    ootmsel   to   the  corporaUony  for 
responderU. 

The  writs  of  certioraH  in  these  cases  were  sued  out  to 
review  the  action  of  the  commissioners  of  taxes  in  assessing 
certain  corporate  bodies. 

They  all  raise,  in  some  manner,  the  general  questions  as  to 

what  is  the  correct  method,  under  the  laws  of  this  state,  of 

assessment  upon  corporations;  and  these  general  questions 

'  are  treated  in  this  brief.     Such  questions  as  are  peculiar  to 

each  case  will  be  discussed  in  separate  briefs. 

The  Pacific  Mail  Steamship  Company  is  a  New  York  cor- 
poration, having  its  principal  place  of  business  in  the  city  of 
New  York ;  but  it  was  incorporated  for  the  purpose  mainly 
of  establishing  and  running  a  line  of  steamships  between 
ports  and  places  on  the  Pacific  ocean,  and  such  has  been  and 
is  its  principal  business. 

The  bulk  of  its  actual  operations  are  carried  on  and  the 
greater  part  of  its  property  has  been  situated  outside  of  this 
state ;  but  the  general  management  of  its  affairs,  including 
its  financial  concerns  and  corporate  meetings,  is  carried  on 
within  this  state. . 

The  commissioners  of  taxes,  in  determining  the  amount 
for  which  it  was  to  be  assessed,  pursued  the  following  method, 
which  they  suppose  to  be  that  prescribed  by  law.     They 
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determined,  upon  sach  evidence  a8  was  open  to  them,  that  the 
actual  value  of  the  capital  stock  (the  nominal  amount  of 
which  was  $20,000,000)  was  $10,000,000,  atid  deducted 
therefrom  the  cost  of  the  real  estate  belonging  to  the  com- 
pany $2,091,073,  for  United  States  bonds  belonging  to  the 
company  $100,000,  and  for  stock  of  the  Panama  raOioad 
belonging  to  the  company  $1,000,000,  leaving  the  sam  of 
$6,808,927  as  the  amount  upon  which  the  company  was  to  be 
assessed  and  taxed. 

It  is  presimiable  that  the  commissioners,  in  determining 
the  actual  valtte  of  the  capital  stock,  were  guided,  in  whole 
or  in  part,  by  the  market  value  or  price.  Whether  they  took 
into  consideration  the  other  fSsicts  which  the  relators  spread 
before  them,  such  as  the  location  of  a  large  part  of  the  oom- 
pany's  property  outside  of  the  state,  does  not  precisely  appear. 
The  relators  assume  that  they  did  not,  and  it  is  only  npcm 
this  assumption  that  any  question  is  raised  by  the  record  for 
ailment  and  decision. 

The  benefit  of  this  assumption  being  yielded  to  the  rela- 
tors, they  deny  the  correctness  of  the  method  of  assessment 
pursued  by  the  commissioners ;  but  it  does  not  clearly  appear 
what  other  method,  in  their  view,  the  commissioners  should 
have  adopted.  They  must,  however,  insist  that  the  commis- 
sioners should  have  followed  one  of  the  two  following 
methods : 

First — After  ascertaining  the  actual  value  of  the  capital 
stock  in  the  manner  in  which  they  did  ascertain  it,  make,  in 
addition  to  the  deductions  they  did  make,  the  following:  for 
property  situated  outside  of  the  state  the  aggr^te  amomits 
in  schedules  D,  E,  F  and  G  of  the  "  statement." 

Second, — Assess  this  corporation  in  precisely  the  same  way 
as  they  would  assess  an  individual,  by  ascertaining  the  amount 
of  its  property  in  this  state  subject  to  taxation,  and  after 
making  the  deductions  required  by  law,  take  the  residue,  if 
any,  as  the  sum  upon  which  the  tax  is  to  be  imposed,  with- 
out any  reference  to  the  value  of  the  capital  stock. 
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I.  The  writ  is  tested  June  30,  1873,  and  retnrnable  on  the 
first  Monday  of  October  following.  It  does  not  appear  when 
it  was  served ;  bat  the  service  would  not  stay  the  action  of 
the  commissioners.  It  appears,  by  the  return,  that  the  com- 
missioners have  discharged  their  functions  and  delivered  the 
assessment  rolls  to  the  supervisors.  TSo  correction  can  now 
be  made  in  those  rolls  by  any  judgment  against  the  commis- 
sioners. This  certiorari  cannot,  therefore,  be  made  effectual, 
and  should  be  quashed  or  dismissed  {The  People  agt.  The 
Oommiseionera  of  TaxeSy  43  JSarb.^  494 ;  The  People  ex  rd. 
Bapplee  agt.  Peddy,  43  id.^  639 ;  The  People  agt.  Frede- 
ricks, 48  id.,  173 ;  The  People  ex  rel.  Marsh  agt.  DeiUmey, 
49  N.  T^  655.) 

U.  The  relators  claim  that  the  commissioners  have  not 
made  any  allowance  in  their  fitvor  for  property  situated  out- 
side of  the  state,  nor  for  their  indebtedness.  This  does  not 
appear  by  the  return.  For  anything  appearing  in  the  return, 
it  may  be  that,  in  determining  the  aottuxl  vahce  of  the  capital 
stock  for  the  purposes  of  making  the  assessment,  they  too£ 
into  consideration  the  situs  of  the  company's  property,  and 
also  the  amount  of  the  indebtedness.  For  aught  that  appears, 
the  value  of  the  whole  stock,  according  to  the  market  price, 
would  be  twenty  millions.  If  they  did  so,  and  failed  to  allow 
as  much  weight  to  this  consideration  as  it  may  have  deserved, 
the  error  is  not  reviewable  by  this  court  Their  jiirisdiction 
is  conceded,  and  their  conclusions  are  not  impeachable,  unless 
it  appears  dfffirmatively  that  they  refused  to  give  the  relators 
the  benefit  of  some  distinct  legal  right 

1.  Upon  what  evidence  they  acted,  in  determining  the 
actual  value  of  the  capital  stock,  does  not  appear.  The 
maxim  ^'  orrmia  presumimhir  rite  acta  esse  "  is  to  be  applied 
in  their  favor.  It  is  made  their  duty  to  assess  the  taxable 
value  of  property,  and  they  are  to  discharge  this  duty  by 
resorting  to  the  usual  modes  of  ascertaining  such  a  fact.  The 
presumption  that  their  conclusions  are  correct  stands  until 
the  contrary  appears,  noiprobahVy,  or  by  conjectwre,  but  with 
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affirmative  certainty  {Oswego  Stanch  Faatoty  agt.  DoUowayj 
31  IT.  F.,  449). 

m.  The  assessment  against  this  company  may  be  so  pre- 
sented in  argument  as  to  wear  the  appearance  of  hardskip; 
bat  care  should  be  taken  not  to  hasten  to  the  conclusion  that 
the  hardship,  which  must  frequently  result  from  the  operation 
of  general  laws  in  particular  cases,  is  a  consequence  of  error 
in  the  interpretation  of  the  law. 

1.  If  an  unequal,  harsh  or  oppressive  system  of  imposing 
and  distributing  the  public  burdens  is  adopted  by  the  l^isla- 
ture,  the  courts  can  furnish  no  remedy.  The  only  means  of 
relief  against  an  excessive  imposition  is  by  an  amendment  of 
the  law  and  petition  for  restoration  (JSedgwioh  on  Statutory 
<md  ConstittUiofud  Zaw^  502). 

2.  In  the  practical  working  of  the  best  system  of  taxation 
which  human  wisdom  could  devise  there  would  still  be  found 
much  inequality,  of  which  those  who  felt  the  burden  would 
complain,  as  if  it  were  an  injustice ;  but  for  such  misdiiefB 
there  is  no  remedy  which  courts  or  even  legislatures  can  fur- 
nish.   They  are  inherent  in  the  nature  of  the  subject 

3.  In  cases  like  the  present,  therefore,  the  only  function 
which  courts  can  perform  is  to  inquire  what  the  scheme  of 
taxation  adopted  by  the  legislature  is,  and  whether  it  has  been 
correctly  interpreted  and  applied  by  the  officers  appointed  to 
administer  it. 

IV.  The  various  questions  raised  by  the  sevwal  cases  at 
bar  cannot  be  correctly  determined  without  a  reference  to  the 
theory  and  history  of  the  system  of  taxation  adopted  in  this 
state.  In  relation  to  a  subject  which  affects  so  direcdy  the 
personal  and  selfish  interests  of  all,  including  the  legislators 
who  have  dealt  with  it,  and  which  has  at  one  time  been  under 
the  control  of  one  interest,  and  at  another  time  of  another,  it 
would  be  unreasonable  to  expect  to  find  entire  consistency 
and  harmony,  either  in  the  theory  or  history  of  the  system ; 
but  this  consideration  only  tends  to  make  the  inquiry  diffi- 
cult.   It  does  not  render  it  useless. 
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Y.  The  political  economist,  nnembarraased  by  the  practical 
difficoltieB  of  administration,  and  dealing  only  with  the  qnea- 
tion  how  the  public  revennes  conld  be  drawn  with  the  least 
injary  to  the  public  wealth,  and  with  the  least  inequality, 
would  distribute  the  burden  among  the  people  according  to 
the  ability  of  each  individual  to  bear  it,  and  would  perhapB 
impose  a  tax  npon  persons  according  to  their  several  incomes^ 
as  the  sole  method  of  raising  the  entire  public  revenue.  The 
practical  legislator,  in  view  of  the  impossibility  of  accurately 
determining  the  incomes  of  individuals,  would  reject  such  a 
method. 

VL  The  general  solution  given  by  the  legislation  of  New 
York  to  this  problem  has  been  to  impose  the  whole  burden 
upon  the  property  lying  within  the  state,  and  is  well  expressed 
in  the  general  enactment.  ^'  All  lands  and  all  personal  estate 
within  this  state,  whether  owned  by  individuals  or  corpora- 
tions, shall  be  liable  to  taxation,  subject  to  the  exemptions 
hereinafter  specified  "  {B.  S.^  part  1,  chap.  13,  tit  1,  §  1). 

VII.  For  the  purposes  of  taxation  no  general  rule  more 
equal  or  jnst  could  be  devised  than  to  estimate  the  property 
assessed  according  to  its  value,  and  such  general  rule  was 
accordingly  adopted  (1  B.  S.y  1st  ed.y  393,  §  17). 

VIII.  The  gener(d  equity  of  this  rule  has,  however,  limita- 
tions. The  ability  of  property  to  bear  public  burdens  may 
be  greatly  affected  by  the  manner  in  which  it  is  held,  the  pur- 
poses to  which  it  is  applied,  and  the  degree  of  individual  labor 
and  responsibility  requisite  to  its  care  and  preservation.  If  a 
man  may  take  a  portion  of  his  property  and  have  it  united 
with  the  contributions  of  many  others,  and  devoted  to  some 
profitable  use,  nnder  circumstances  involving  little  expense, 
and  with  complete  security  against  responsibility  for  the  acts 
of  those  who  ntianage  it  beyond  the  amount  of  his  contribu- 
tion, the  wdue  of  such  property  and  its  ability  to  bear  public 
burdens  may  be  vastly  increased.  Such  added  value  may  be 
conferred  upon  property  by  the  prvoUege  of  inoorporationj 
which  is  the  gift  of  the  state,  and  at  the  time  of  the  last  gene- 
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ral  revision  of  oar  laws  a  vast  amount  of  property  was  held 
by  bodies  thus  constituted. 

1.  It  may  be  said  that  the  value  of  the  property  was  not 
increased,  but  that  the  additional  value  was  properly  that  of 
theyronoAitftf  thus  bestowed,  which  was  separate  from  the 
property,  and  might,  with  the  legislative  assent,  be  made  the 
subject  of  separate  sale.  It  is,  howev^,  quite  immaterial  for 
the  present  purpose  in  what  mode  this  additional  value  should 
be  expressed. 

2.  The  cases  at  bar  furnish  apt  illustrations  of  this  souioe 
of  value.  The  Pacific  Mail  Steamship  Company  sets  forth 
in  its  schedule  D  property  worth,  as  it  declares,  more  than 
$5,000,000,  which,  aside  from  the  mode  in  which  it  is  invested 
and  employed,  would  not  be  worth  over  $2,500,000.  And 
the  Dry  Dock,  East  Broadway  and  Battery  Bailroad  Company 
allows  us  to  believe  that  its  franchise  alone,  the  free  gift  of 
the  state,  is  worth  the  whole  amount  of  its  capital  stock, 
namely,  $1,200,000. 

A  ferry  company  may  have,  as  visible,  tangible  property, 
only  a  couple  of  old  steamboats,  worth  $10,000  each ;  but  its 
franchise  may  enable  it  to  pay  large  dividends  on  a  nominal 
capital  of  $100,000. 

IX.  That  the  additional  value  thus  imparted  to  property 
by  a  franchise,  or,  to  express  it  in  other  words,  the  franchise 
itself,  should  be  made  to  bear  its  proportion  of  the  public 
burdens,  is  certainly  a  just  and  sound  policy,  and  has  long 
been  established  in  the  legislation  of  this  state. 

1.  By  the  system  pursued  in  the  early  history  of  the  state, 
corporations  were  not  taxed  at  all,  eo  nomine^  but  in  the 
assessment  against  individuals  any  stock  in  a  corporate  body 
was  embraced  at  its  aottiaZ  value  {act  of  April  15^,  1813,  § 
42 ;  2  ^.  Z.,  521,  522). 

2.  This  ^^  aottuxl  value "  did  not  depend  merely  upon  the 
value  of  the  visible  and  tangible  property  of  the  corporation, 
but  upon  its  productive  capacity,  and  in  this  way  the  added 
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ralne  embraced  in  or  conferred  by  the  franchise  was  reached 
and  made  to  bear  its  share  of  the  public  burden. 

X.  But  the  defects  of  this  method  are  obvious.  It  is  not 
easy  to  discover  who  are  in  fact  the  stockholders  of  a  corpora- 
tion. The  books  of  a  corporation  in  one  part  of  the  state  are 
not  easily  accessible  to  the  assessors  in  another  part.  There 
are  no  sure  means  of  enf ordug  the  collection  of  a  tax  against 
tL  person  after  it  is  assessed.  Besides,  stockholders  out  of  the 
state  could  not  be  assessed  at  all  by  this  method. 

XL  It  was  doubtless  in  view  of  these  difScnlties  that  at  the 
next  general  revision  of  the  tax  laws  of  the  state  the  system 
was  changed.  Individual  stockholders  were  no  longer  to  be 
assessed  for  their  respective  shares,  and  the  corporations  were 
to  be  assessed  and  taxed,  as  for  personal  estate,  on  the  nomi- 
nal amount  of  their  respective  capitals,  after  deducting  there- 
from the  cost  of  their  real  estate  {act  of  April  23dj  1828 ; 
laws  of  1823,  p.  890). 

1.  It  will  be  observed  that  neither  here  any  more  than  in 
the  former  method  was  the  amount  of  the  tax  measured  by 
or  in  any  way  made  directly  to  depend  on  the  value  of  the 
visible  or  tangible  property  of  the  corporation,  or  the  amount 
of  its  debts.  The  intention  to  make  the  added  value  con- 
ferred by  or  embraced  in  the  franchise  is  manifest,  and  the 
nominal  capital  is  taken  as  calculated  to  furnish,  in  general,  a 
&ir  representation  of  it. 

2.  There  are  obvious  deficiencies  and  inequalities  in  this 
method.  It  takes  no  notice  of  those  diminutions  of  capital 
which  result  from  losses  or  otherwise ;  and,  on  the  other  baud, 
no  notice  of  the  increased  value  which  capital  stock  receives 
from  the  increased  productiveness  of  the  corporate  business 
or  accumulations  of  surplus  capital;  so  that  if  the  market 
price  of  the  shares  should  sink  from  pa/r  to  fifty  per  cent,  or 
rise  to  200  per  cent,  the  amount  required  to  be  paid  to  the 
tax  gatherer  would  be  unafl^cted. 

8.  A  provision  was  indeed  made  by  the  act  last  mentioned 
whereby  corporations  whose  profits  did  not  exceed  a  certain 
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Bmonnt  should  be  required  to  pay  by  way  of  tax  a  certain 
moderate  percentage  upon  such  profits. 

XI.  In  the  elaborate  revision  of  1827  l^e  same  scheme  in 
its  general  featnres  was  preserved.  Individual  stockholders 
were  made  exempt  from  taxation  on  their  shares,  and  the  co^ 
poration  itself  was  assessed  and  taxed  on  the  nominal  amonnt 
of  its  capital,  deducting  the  cost  of  its  real  estate  and  the 
amount  of  its  stock,  if  any,  belonging  to  the  state,  or  to  inco^ 
porated  literary  and  charitable  institutions  {R.  S.y  part  1, 
chop.  18,  ^.  4,  §  6 ;  1  5.  ».,  Ist  ed,y  414,  416). 

1.  Some  exceptional  provisions  were  for  the  first  time 
introduced,  which  should  be  noted. 

a.  Manuikcturing  and  turnpike  corporations  were  to  be 
assessed  on  the  cash  value  of  their  stock,  and  it  was  declared 
that  this  should  '^  be  ascertained  by  the  assessor  by  the  sales 
of  the  stock  or  in  any  other  manner  "  {sec.  7). 

h.  The  provision  which  had  long  been  in  force  permitting 
a  reduction  in  the  assessments  of  the  property  of  individuals, 
and  which  was  preserved  in  respect  to  such  assessments  by 
the  fifteenth  section  of  the  second  title  of  the  chapter  above 
mentioned,  was  extended  to  corporate  bodies.  The  section 
thus  extending  this  provision  {section  8)  was  not  reported  by 
the  revisers,  but  was  added  by  tiie  legislature.  It  certainly 
Was  an  incongruity,  so  far  as  respects  the  taxation  of  the  pe^ 
sonal  estate  of  corporate  bodies,  and  the  section  introducing  it 
was  repealed  in  1851. 

e.  Provision  was  also  made  allowing  manufacturing  and 
marine  izi3urance  companies,  whose  annual  income  did  not 
exceed  five  per  cent  on  their  capital  stock,  to  commute  by 
paying  in  lieu  of  other  taxation  five  per  cent  of  their  net 
income  {sec,  11). 

d.  And  turnpike,  bridge  and  canal  companies,  whose  income 
did  not  exceed  five  per  cent  on  their  capital,  were  wholly 
exempted  from  taxation. 

2.  It  is  worthy  of  notice  that  by  the  last  revision  the  provi- 
sicms  for  imposing  taxes  upon  individuals  and  corporate  bodies 
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were  kept  entirely  eepurate  and  diBtinct,  and,  obvionBly,  for 
die  reason  that  the  Bjstems  were  so  different — the  one  pro 
oeeding  upon  an  actual  valuation  of  visiUe  and  tangible  pro- 
perty, and  the  other  upon  an  assumed  valuation  embracing 
both  tangible  and  intangible  subjects — tiiat  confusion  would 
result  unless  this  sepai*ation  was  maintained.  In  order  to 
apply  a  provision  relative  to  the  assessment  of  individuals 
contained  in  the  second  title  to  the  assessment  of  corporate 
bodies,  a  special  clause  was  deemed  requisite  {sec.  8  qf  tit  4). 

XII.  The  preceding  review  makes  it  manifest  that  in  all 
tiie  legislation,  up  to  and  including  the  last  general  revision, 
the  general  scheme  of  taxation,  in  respect  of  the  property^ 
other  than  real,  of  corporations  did  not  look  to  any  valuation 
of  their  property  cte  ^ticA,  or  where  it  might  be  situated,  or 
take  any  account  of  their  debts  in  determining  the  amount  on 
which  they  should  be  taxed,  and  such  is  the  uniform  view  of 
all  the  authorities  {The  Bm^  of  Uiica  agt.  The  Oity  of 
Utiea,  4  P(Uge,  899;  The  People  agt  The  Supers  of  Nior 
gara^4:  EUl,  20 ;  The  Oswego  Starch  Faot&ry  agt.  DoUowayy 
31  N.  T.y  449 ;  The  People  ex  rd.  Bank  of  Oommerce  agt 
The  Gom'rs  of  TaaeSy  40  Barh^^SU;  The  People  ex  rel.  The 
Bank  of  Commerce  agt.  2%e  Com^rsy  2  Blaek,^  620). 

XIII.  It  would  not,  however,  be  correct  to  say,  notwith- 
standing the  diattem  of  Mr.  justice  Nslson  in  the  case  last 
above  cited,  that  the  tax  thus  assessed  was  ^^  like  one  annexed 
to  the  franchise  as  a  royalty  for  the  grant."  It  was  the 
scheme  devised  to  carry  out  the  leading  prindple,  ^^All  lands 
and  all  personal  estate  within  this  state,  whether  held  by 
individuals  or  by  corporations,  shall  be  liable  to  taxation,  sub- 
ject to  the  exceptions,  &c." 

1.  If  it  was  designed  as  a  royalty  for  the  grant  of  a  fnm- 
chise,  it  would  follow,  contrary  to  the  emj^tic  enactment 
JQst  quoted,  that  all  the  personal  property  of  corporations  was 
eooempted  from  taxation. 

2.  If  the  scheme  did  not  r^or,  in  terms,  to  the  personal 
pioperty  of  corporations,  it  did  not  ignore  it  in  faet,  and  the 
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Bame  may  be  said  of  the  franchise.  It  adopted  a  eystem  cal- 
ciQated  to  impose  npon  both  their  &ir  share  of  the  public 
bardenB.  It  viewed  the  nominal  capital  as  designed  to  repre- 
sent, and  a8|  in  fiEtct,  representing  both. 

XIY.  The  legislation,  since  the  Bevised  Statates,  has  not 
changed  the  essential  features  of  the  scheme  as  hereinbefore 
presented.  We  mean  by  this  that  now,  as  formerly,  it  is  the 
design  of  the  law  to  view  the  personal  estate  of  a  co-opera- 
tive body  as  blended  inseparably  with  its  franchise ;  and  its 
value  as  so  affected  thereby  that  the  scheme  for  assessing 
the  personal  estate  of  individuals  is  not  to  be  applied  to  the 
assessments  against  corporations,  except  where  it  is  spedallj 
sodedared. 

1.  The  act  of  April  16th,  1851  {Laws  of  1851,  p.  333), 
abolished  section  15  of  title  2,  chapter  IS,  part  1  of  the  Bevised 
Statutes,  which  required  the  assessors,  upon  the  oath  of  s 
party  that  his  real  or  personal  estate  did  not  exceed  a  certain 
value,  after,  in  the  case  of  personal  estate,  deducting  his 
debts,  to  reduce  the  assessment  to  the  amount  sworn  to ;  and 
provided  another  form  of  relief  against  excessive  assessments 
by  requiring  the  complaining  party  to  submit  to  an  examina- 
tion upon  oath,  and  after  sudi  examination  it  authorized  the 
assessors  to  modify  the  assessment  as  might  seem  to  them 
just.  This  provision  was,  in  1857,  extended  to  corporations 
{oat  of  April  15th,  1867,  §  2  Laws  of  1857,  vol.  2,  p.  123). 
The  effect  of  this  is  to  give  the  assessors  power  to  correct  an 
assessment,  and  allow  them  a  large  discretion  in  respect  to 
the  grounds  upon  which  they  may  act. 

2.  In  1863  (Laws  of  1853,  p.  1240),  some  important 
changes  were  introduced  into  the  system  established  by  the 
Bevised  Statutes,  though  they  have  no  special  bearing  on  the 
present  inquiry. 

1st  The  total  exemption  of  companies  showing  they  bad 
made  no  profits  was  abolished,  and  instead  of  this  all  were 
aUowed  to  oommtttey  by  paying  five  per  cent  of  their  pr<^t8, 
when  such  profits  did  not  exceed  five  per  cent  of  their  capital 
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2d.  A  provision  was  introduced  making  them  taxable  on 
their  "  surplus  profits  or  reserved  fdnds,"  exceeding  ten  per 
cent  on  their  capital. 

8.  The  discrimination  between  corporations  of  different 
kinds,  founded  on  the  nature  of  their  business,  was  aban- 
doned, and  all  were  to  be  taxed  upon  the  same  rule,  which 
was  to  assess  them  for  the  amount  of  their  capital,  and  their 
surplus  profits  or  reserved  funds  exceeding  ten  per  cent  on 
their  capital,  after  deducting  the  cost  oi  their  real  estate. 
This  provision  was,  doubtless,  suggested  by  the  practice  of 
many  corporations  to  make  large  additions  to  their  capital  in 
feet,  without  any  change  in  their  nominal  capital. 

4.  The  act  of  April  15, 1867  {Zmoa  of  1867,  vol.  %p.  1), 
introduced  an  important  change  in  the  principle  of  valuation. 
The  capital  stock,  together  with  the  surplus  or  reserved  funds 
exceeding  ten  per  cent  on  its  capital,  after  deducting  the 
assessed  value  of  its  real  estate,  and  all  stock  which  might 
be  owned  in  other  corporations  liable  to  taxation,  was  to  be 
assessed  at  its  ctctual  value.  The  principle  of  taking  the 
nominal  amoxmt  was  abandoned,  and  that  of  actual  value 
substituted  in  its  place. 

5.  The  expression,  ^^  assessed  value  of  its  real  estate,"  has 
been  held,  on  the  view  that  all  the  legislation  on  this  subject 
is  to  be  construed  together,  to  mean  its  value  as  assessed 
under  the  rules  elsewhere  laid  down,  that  is  to  say  its  cost. 
Different  constructions  have  also  been  suggested  as  to 
whether  the  surplus  profits  are  to  be  added  to  the  capital  and 
the  cost  of  the  real  estate  then  deducted,  or  the  cost  of 
the  real  estate  first  deducted  from  the  surplus  profits,  and  the 
remainder,  if  any,  then  added  to  the  capital  {The  People  ex 
rd.  J%e  OUizentf  OasUgJU  Co.  agt.  The  Board  of  Assess- 
ors of  BrooTdyn^  39  N.  F.,  81). 

6.  The  object  of  the  amendatory  act  last  above  mentioned 
was,  doubtless,  to  remedy  an  inequality  which  bore  harshly 
upon  those  unfortunate  corporations  which  made  little  or  no 
piofit,  and  which  yet  were  taxed  on  the  same  rule  with  those 
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which  made  large  gains ;  and  the  plan  fixed  upon  was  the 
same  which  had  been  applied  to  manu£su^aring  and  turnpike 
companies  by  the  seventh  section  of  the  fourth  title  of  the 
thirteenth  chapt^,  part  1  of  the  Bevised  Statutes.  That 
section  declared  that  the  ^^  cash  value  mentioned  in  it  should 
be  ascertained  by  sales  of  the  stock  or  otherwise."  The  act 
of  1857  is  silent  as  to  the  mode  of  ascertaining  the  value, 
but  should  receive  a  similar  interpretation  with  the  seventh 
section  referred  to  (Dknio,  J.^  in  Oswego  Sta/tch  Factory  agt 
DoUowayy^l  N.  F.,  458). 

7.  It  would  seem  that  the  legislature,  in  introducing  the 
principle  of  taking  the  actual  value,  should  have  abandoned 
the  practice  of  taxing  for  the  surplus  profits  or  reserved  fiinds, 
which  enter  as  an  element  injK)  the  actual  value.  This  inoon^ 
gruitj  seems  not  to  have  occurred  to  the  legislature.  A 
practical  method  of  meeting  it  is  suggested  by  Denio,  J.,  in 
^  his  opinion  above  referred  to. 

X Y.  It  will  be  seen  from  the  foregoing  review  that  at  all 
times  it  has  been,  and  still  is,  the  settled  sdheme  of  our  law, 
that  the  assessment  of  the  personal  estate  of  corporations  ii 
not  to  be  made,  like  that  of  individuals,  by  taking  an  inven- 
tory and  making  an  assessment  of  their  property,  and  deduct- 
ing from  the  aggregate  thus  found  the  amount  of  the  debts, 
but  by  ascertaining  by  sales  of  the  stock,  and  other  evidence, 
if  necessary,  the  actual  value  of  the  capital  stock.  The  daiffl 
of  the  Pacific  Mail  Steamship  Company,  so  &r  as  it  proceeds 
upon  the  view  that  the  commissioners  erred  in  fixing  the 
capital  at  its  actual  value  by  reference  to  the  market  price, 
has  no  just  foundation. 

XYI.  Sut  their  claim  may  be  di£Eerently  stated  thus: 
That  the  commissioners  properly  enough  considered  the  mar- 
ket price,  but  made  an  error  in  allowing  it  to  control  their 
determination ;  and  that  m  determining  the  aciual  valne 
they  should  have  given  more  weight  to  the  facts  spread  b^ore 
them  in  the  statements  of  the  company.  But  the  answer  to 
this  is,  that  the  whole  business  of  determining  the  actual 
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value  of  the  stock  is  committed  by  law  to  the  judgment  of 
the  commieBioners,  and  that  their  conclusions  cannot  be  set 
aside  by  the  courts  for  error,  tmless  they  home  denied  to  the 
relators  the  hen^  of  some  specific  legal  right.  So  &r  as 
respects  their  action  in  finding  the  actual  vulne  of  the  stock, 
this  does  not  appear. 

1.  They  had  before  them  all  the  evidence,  and  found  the 
actual  value  of  the  stock  to  be  ten  millions.  For  aught  that 
appears,  its  market  value  was  twenty  millions.  For  aught 
that  appears,  they  made  allowance  for  every  one  of  the 
grounds  of  deduction  presented  to  them. 

XVU.  It  may  be  urged  that,  conceding  that  the  action  of 
the  commissioners  in  determining  the  actual  value  of  the 
stock  cannot  be  reviewed,  still,  after  having  fixed  such  value, 
deductions  should  have  been  made  therefrom  for  all  such  pro- 
perty in  which  the  capital  of  the  company  was  invested  as 
was  by  law  exempt  from  taxation^  and  that  all  its  personal 
property  outside  of  this  state  was  so  exempt. 

1.  The  first  answer  to  this  is,  that  it  does  not  affirmatively 
appear  that  the  commissioners  did  not  make  allowance  for 
this  in  fixing  the  actual  value  of  the  stock  for  the  purposes 
of  taxation. 

2.  The  second  answer  is,  that  the  legislature  has  carefully 
specified  the  deductions  which  are  to  be  made  from  the 
assessed  value  of  the  stock,  and  this  is  not  one  of  them.  It 
is  plainly  the  legislative  intent  to  point  out  aU  the  deductions 
to  be  made.    ^^Hiepressio  tmius  est  exdtmo  alteritts.^^ 

8.  The  general  features  of  the  present  scheme  were  intro- 
duced at  the  time  when  corporations  were  first  ass^sed 
eo  nommsy  by  the  act  of  1823,  already  referred  to.  At  that 
day  the  instances  of  property  being  held  outside  of  this  state 
by  domestic  corporations  were  few  and  unimportant.  There 
is  no  probability  that  the  idea  of  exempting  such  property 
ever  occurred  to  the  legislature.  The  course  of  affairs  since 
may  have  made  it  expedient  to  introduce  a  new  exemption  in 
consideration  of  property  held  out  of  the  state  by  corporate 
Vol.  XLVL  43 
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bodies ;  bnt  this  is  a  matter  within  the  province  of  the  legida- 
tnre,  which  makes  and  amends,  not  of  the  courts  which 
declare,  the  law. 

4.  But,  a^in,  the  making  of  any  such  deduction  is  imprac- 
ticable. There  is  no  machinery  for  it  provided  in  the  laws. 
No  sach  machinery  is  requisite  in  the  case  of  an  individual) 
because  the  assessment  in  his  case  is  imposed  upon  his  pro- 
perty valued  according  to  ordinary  nUeSy  and  all  that  is 
requisite  in  his  case  is  simply  to  so  value  his  personal  pro- 
perty within  this  State.  Not  so  in  the  case  of  corporations. 
Their  personal  estate  is  not  to  be  valued  direcUy  at  all.  It  is 
their  stock  which  is  to  be  valued ;  and  the  value  of  their 
tangible  property  is  bat  one  of  the  elements  which  compose 
it.  The  other  is  the  added  value  embraced  in  the  franchise. 
The  two  are  blended  together  inseparably.  How  are  the 
commissioners  to  determine  what  proportion  of  the  value  of 
the  capital  stock  is  created  by  the  property  mentioned  in  the 
schedules  of  the  relators  as  situated  outside  of  the  state! 

6.  It  may  be  argued  that  the  supreme  court  of  the  United 
States  has,  in  effect,  declared  that  investments  in  the  bonds 
of  the  general  government  are  exempt  from  taxation  in  this 
state,  and  must,  therefore,  even  when  held  by  corporate 
bodies,  be  deducted  by  the  commissioners  from  the  actual 
value  of  the  capital  as  fixed  by  them ;  and  that  it  has  been 
decided  by  the  court  of  appeals  that  property  outside  of  the 
etato  is  exempt  from  taxation,  and  that,  therefore,  according 
to  the  decision  of  the  supreme  court,  above  mentioned,  there 
should  be  a  deduction ;  but  this  plausible  reasoning  cannot 
safely  be  followed. 

a.  The  peculiar  attitude  of  the  United  States  supreme  court 
must  be  considered.  Necessarily  it  is  a  jealous  guardian  of 
the  powers  and  rights  of  the  general  government,  and  it  saw 
that  unless  such  a  deduction  was  made,  the  government  credit 
could  be  indirectly  taxed.  That  court  does  not  consider  itself 
the  best  interpreter  of  the  intent  of  state  legislation.  The 
effect  of  its  decision  should  be  limited  to  just  what  was 
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decided)  namely,  that  in  no  form,  directly  or  indirectly,  are 
government  aecnrities  to  be  burdened  by  state  taxation.  It 
was  a  violent  decision  that  there  most,  quoounqtte  modoy  be  a 
deduction  on  account  of  the  government  stock  {The  People 
ex  reL  Ba/nk  of  Commeroe  agt.  The  Commimonere  of  TaxeSy 
40  jBarb.y  334 ;  The  People  ex  rel.  The  Zockpori  Bank  agt. 
The  Board  of  EducatUm^  46  Barb.,  588). 

h.  It  is  also  to  be  considered  that  the  arrangements  of  state 
taxation  are  matters  of  state  concern  only,  and  the  federal 
courts  have  nothing  to  do  with  them  {The  People  ex  rel. 
Bank  of  Commerce  agt  The  Commissioners  [on  apped[\y  36 
N.  T.y  163). 

o.  The  decision  of  the  court  of  appeals,  in  the  People  ex 
rel.  Hoyt  agt  The  Commissioners  of  Taanes  (23  N.  Z.,  224), 
is  a  decision  not  that  this  state  could  not  impose  a  tax  for 
property  situated  beyond  its  limits,  but  that  the  general 
scheme  of  taxation  adopted  did  not,  in  its  intent^  embrace 
such  property.  As  that  was  the  case  of  an  assessment  against 
an  individual,  the  machinery  of  taxation  interposed  no  obsta- 
cle to  canying  out  this  supposed  legislative  intent  But  the 
decision  is  not  applicable  to  the  case  of  a  corporation.  The 
legislative  arrangements  for  taxation  in  such  cases  do  not 
make  any  provision  for  exempting  personal  property  outside 
of  the  state ;  and  it  must,  therefore,  be  assumed  as  the  legis- 
lative intent  that  no  such  special  exemption  should  be  made. 

6.  The  particular  exemptions  claimed  are  for  property  set 
forth  in  Uie  schedules  D,  E,  F  and  G.  Something  more 
definite  than  these  schedules,  and  what  is  said  about  them  in 
the  affidavit,  is  requisite,  in  order  to  make  it  appear  that  the 
relators  have  been  denied  the  benefit  of  the  legal  rights 
which,  according  to  their  view,  they  possess. 

a.  For  aught  that  appears.  New  York  is  the  home  port  of 
all  the  steamships  named  in  schedule  D,  and  if  so,  they  are 
certainly  taxable  here  {2^e  People  ex  rel.  The  XT.  8.  and 
Brazil  Steamship  Co.  agt.  The  Commissioners^  48  Barb.j  167 ; 
The  People  ex  rel.  Hoyt  agt.  The  Commissioners^  vH  supra). 
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ft.  As  to  those  items  contained  in  schedule  O,  consisting  of 
moneys  in  the  hands  of  foreign  bankers  and  others,  thej  may 
be  nothing  but  ordinary  debts,  which  are  taxable  in  the  domi- 
cile of  the  person  to  whom  they  are  dne. 

7.  It  is  quite  apparent  that  the  relators  have  pretty  muck 
succeeded  in  escaping  the  taxation  everywhere  else  which, 
they  are  seeking  to  avoid  here.  They  do  not  pretend  that 
they  are  taxed  anywhere  else  for  their  enormous  properly 
invested  in  steamers.  They  do,  indeed,  say  that  they  are 
taxed  in  San  Francisco  for  whatever  property  they  ha?e 
there,  but  they  do  not  condescend  to  give  us  any  figures,  which 
they  lavish  so  freely  in  other  places. 

8.  In  the  views  we  have  thus  &r  taken,  the  point  so  much 
diBcussed  in  several  cases  in  the  books,  and  as  to  which  con- 
flicting judicial  opinions  have  been  expressed,  namely,  whether 
assessments  of  the  capital  stock  of  corporate  bodies  are  reslij 
assessments  of  their  personal  property  or  of  the  fraDchiBe, 
has  been  deemed  not  material,  and  as  rather  a  oontroveny 
about  words.  In  the  view  taken  in  these  points,  the  intent 
of  the  legislature  has  been  to  indirectly  impose  a  tax  upon 
the  property  of  corporations,  a8  blended  with  and  affected  ly 
the  franohise.  But  if  anything  turns  upon  this  point  thm 
disputed,  the  weight  of  reason  and  of  authority  in  this  state 
fikvors  the  conclusion  that  the  tax  is  imposed  upon  the  capital 
stock  without  Inference  to  the  property  in  whidi  it  is  invested. 

a.  Mr.  justice  Dekio  was  of  the  opinion  that  until  the 
act  of  1857  the  tax  was  imposed  rather  upon  the  franchise, 
without  reference  to  the  property  in  which  the  capital  was 
invested  ;  but  that  the  act  last  mentioned  changed  the  princi- 
ple {see  his  opinion  in  the  People  ex  rd.  agt  The  Oomms- 
sioners  of  Taaes,  88  Jf.  T.y  192). 

b.  Mr.  justice  Nblson,  of  the  United  States  supreme  oonrt, 
in  the  Bank  Tax  case^  already  cited,  expressed  a  similur 
opinion. 

c.  Mr.  justice  Oomstook,  in  The  People  ex  rd.  The  B(Mk 
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of  the  Oommonivealthy  was  of  opinion  that  the    tax  was 
alwayi  imposed  in  respect  of  the  property. 

d.  Bat  fonr  of  the  judges,  in  the  case  last  mentioned,  are 
believed  to  have  entertained  the  opinion  that  the  tax  was 
always  imposed  rather  on  the  franchise  and  without  reference 
to  the  corporate  prdperty ;  and  the  general  term  of  this  dis- 
trict, Mr.  jostice  Sutherland  delivering  a  very  able  opinion, 
took  the  same  view  {The  People  agt.  The  Commdseioners  of 
TaaeSy  40  Barb.y  vbi  mprci). 

9.  If  this  view,  more  extreme  than  the  one  we  have 
endeavored  to  maintain,  be  adopted,  the  conclusion  certainly 
follows  that  the  claim  of  the  relators  has  no  foundation. 

10.  Upon  the  claim  that  the  commissioners  should  have 
deducted  the  indebtedness  of  the  company,  the  decision  in 
The  People  agt  Ferguson  (38  i\r.  T.,  89)  should  be  noticed. 

a.  This  case  seems  to  have  been  argued  upon  the  concession 
that  all  indebtedness  of  a  corporate  body  should  be  deducted 
from  the  value  of  the  capital  in  making  the  assessment,  the 
only  question  being  whether  a  contingent  liability  should  be 
held  equivalent  to  an  indebtedness ;  and,  consequently,  the 
point  now  under  discussion  was  not  argued  at  all.  The  truth 
is,  that  the  deducting  of  debts  from  the  value  of  the  personal 
estate  has  nothing  to  do  with  assessments  against  corpora- 
tions. It  was  originally  introduced  and  always  applicable 
only  in  respect  to  assessments  against  individuals  {The  Peo- 
ple agt.  The  Board  qf  Education  qf  Lochport,  46  Barb., 
688). 

h.  The  case  seems  to  have  received  very  little  attention, 
either  from  the  counsel  or  the  court  But  one  judge  appears 
to  have  considered  it,  and  he  seems  to  have  been  under  the 
influence  of  misapprehension.  It  did  not  occur  to  him  that 
the  market  value  of  the  stock  of  the  corporation  depends, 
among  other  things,  directly  upon  the  amount  of  its  indebted- 
ness, and,  consequently,  that  when  the  capital  stock  is  valued 
by  a  reference  to  the  market  price,  its  indebtedness  is,  in  fi^^t, 
already  deducted. 
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XYIII.  We  make  the  distinct  point,  that  in  assessing  the 
personal  estate  of  a  corporation,  by  taking,  according  to 
the  statute,  the  (idtial  value  of  its  capital  stock,  its  indebted- 
ness is,  in  fact,  deducted,  and  the  claim  for  another  deduction 
on  the  same  account  is  an  absurdity. 

Lastly.  The  writ  of  certiorari  should  be  quashed  or  dis- 
missed for  the  reason  stated  in  the  first  of  the  above  points. 
If  the  merits  are  considered,  there  should  be  judgment  in 
fayor  of  the  respondents,  with  costs. 

Ikgbaham,  p.  J. — The  decision  of  this  court  in  the  several 
cases  of  the  railroad  companies,*  disposes  of  the  questions 
raised  in  this  case  in  regard  to  the  indebtedness  of  the  com- 
pany. This  case  differs  from  those  referred  to,  in  the  fact 
that  no  valuation  of  the  stock  was  furnished  by  the  officers 
of  the  company. 

The  commissioners,  as  in  the  other  cases,  valued  the  stock 
at  its  par  value,  $20,000,000. 

The  officers  of  the  company  objected,  and  furnished  a 
statement  of  the  property  and  debts  of  the  company,  and 
thereupon  the  valuation  of  the  capital  stock  was  reduced  one- 
half,  $10,000,000.  From  this  was  deducted  the  value  of  their 
real  estate  $2,091,073,  United  States  bonds  held  by  them, 
$100,000,  and  Panama  railroad  stock  held  by  them  amount- 
ing to  $1,000,000,  and  the  commissioners  assessed  the  valae 
at  the  balance,  $6,808,937. 

In  regard  to  the  valuation  of  the  stock,  the  commissioners, 
not  having  any  sworn  evidence  before  them,  were  justified  in 
ascertaining  such  value  from  other  sources,  as  they  do  in 
valuing  real  estate.  In  the  People  agt.  CormmssionerB  of 
Taxes  (23  N.  T.,  192,  194),  Denio,  J.,  says :  If  it  were 
alleged  that  this  (the  nominal  capital)  did  not  represent  its 
true  value,  it  would  be  their  duty  to  look  at  its  market  price, 
and,  if  necessary,  to  ascertain  the  character  and  worth  of 
the  securities  in  which  its  funds  had  been  invested.    The 

*  Bee  Dry  Dock  A  Ecut  Broadway  R  R  Oo,,  etc.,  agt  Ounningham,  ek., 
45  ffoto.f  p.^S8. 
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market  price  of  the  shares  woald,  ordinarily,  famish  a  prac- 
tical test,  bat  either  the  assessor  or  the  tax-payer  woald  have 
a  right  to  examine  and  have  an  estimate  made  of  the  valae 
of  the  securities. 

I  may  add  to  this,  in  addition,  it  would  equally  be  the  duty 
of  the  commissioners  to  consider  the  indebtedness  as  reducing 
the  actual  yalue  of  the  stock,  and  form  their  estimate  on  that 
basis. 

The  valuation  was  reduced  one-half,  a  sum  much  larger 
than  any  indebtedness  of  the  company,  and  there  is  no  ground 
for  supposing  the  commissioners  did  not  consider  such 
indebtedness  in  making  the  assessment. 

The  only  question,  therefore,  which  remains,  is  whether 
the  company  was  not  entitled  to  a  deduction  of  the  amount 
of  their  personal  property  which  was  permanently  located 
without  the  state. 

The  proof  shows  that  the  greater  portion  of  the  personal 
property  of  the  company  was  permanently  located  beyond 
the  limits  of  the  state  of  New  York ;  that  the  ships  are  used 
exdusively  in  the  navigation  of  the  Pacific  ocean,  and  never 
touch  at  any  port  in  this  state. 

The  proof  also  shows  a  large  amount  of  coal  for  the  use 
of  the  vessels,  also  out  of  this  state  in  a  foreign  Gonntrj ;  also 
vessels  in  process  of  construction  abroad,  to  be  used  in  the 
Pacific  ocean,  and  that  the  company  is  taxed  on  all  its  pro- 
perty in  California. 

I  am  of  the  opinion  that  this  property  comes  within  the 
exemption  of  the  statute.  The  general  law  as  to  taxation 
declares  what  shall  be  the  subject  of  taxation.  All  lands  and 
all  personal  estate  within  this  state,  whether  owned  by  indi- 
viduals or  corporations,  shall  be  liable  to  taxation,  subject  to 
the  exemptions  hereinafter  specified  (1  Ji,  S.j  387). 

In  the  case  of  The  People  eso  rd.  Hoyt  agt.  The  Comrrm' 
sianers  of  Taxes  (23  Jf.  JT.,  224),  the  court  of  appeals  con- 
strued this  statute  as  not  allowing  the  personal  property  of 
an  individual  in  another  country  to  be  liable  to  taxation. 
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This  role  was,  at  that  time,  applied  alike  to  individaals  or 
corporations,  and  the  effect  of  it  was  to  exempt  from  taxation 
all  personal  property  belonging  to  an  individual  or  to  a  cor- 
poration permanently  located  out  of  this  state. 

That  still  remains  the  law  of  the  state ;  and  the  personal 
property  of  an  indiyidua)  or  of  a  corporation,  permanently 
located  abroad,  is  no  more  subject  to  taxation  here  than  the 
real  estate,  unless  changed  by  the  provisions  of  the  act  of 
1857,  page  1. 

This  provides  that  the  capital  stock  of  every  company  lia- 
ble to  taxation,  except  such  part  of  it  as  shall  have  been 
excepted  in  the  assessment  roll,  or  as  shall  have  been  exempted 
by  law,  &c.,  shall  be  assessed  at  its  actual  value  and  taxed  in 
the  same  manner  as  the  other  personal  and  real  estate  of  the 
county.  The  question  naturally  arises,  what  is  exempted  by 
law  ?  The  answer  is,  all  property,  whether  real  or  personal, 
having  its  location  out  of  this  state,  is  not  subject  to  taxation, 
and  is  not,  therefore,  within  this  statute. 

The  intent  of  the  legislature  to  deduct  from  the  valuation 
the  estate  of  individuals,  personal  property  not  within  this 
state,  rests  on  the  same  foundation  as  that  of  real  estate  abroad. 
That  it  was  intended  to  except  from  the  assessment  of  stock, 
property  not  subject  to  taxation,  appears  also  from  the  fact 
that  while  it  directs  the  stock  to  be  valued,  it  excepts  pro- 
perty that  is  exempt  and  provides  for  the  assessment  of  the 
residue ;  such  property  is  not  to  be  valued  as  part  of  the  capi- 
tal stock  of  the  corporation,  nor  is  there,  any  propriety  in 
such  an  assessment. 

The  property  owes  nothing  to  the  state  for  protection, 
while  it  pays  taxes  abroad  in  the  country  where  it  is  located 
and  used. 

In  the  People  agt.  Comndssianers  of  Tooms  (23  N.  Y.y 
192,  223),  Dbnio,  J.,  says :  It  would  be  equally  their  duty  to 
inquire  whether  any  of  this  property,  into  which  the  capital 
had  been  converted,  was  exempted  by  law  from  taxation. 
Again  he  says :  "  whether  such  exempt  property  is  fonnd  in 
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the  hands  of  an  individnal  or  in  the  possession  of  a  corpora- 
tion taxed  npon  the  actual  valne  of  its  capital,  the  role  is  the 
same ;  the  exempt  property  is  to  be  deducted  from  the  aggre- 
gate yaluation  and  the  tax  imposed  upon  the  residue." 

The  only  difficulty  which  suggests  itself  is,  that  the  com- 
missioners may  have  omitted  to  include  in  their  valuation  of 
the  stock  the  value  of  the  property  abroad ;  and,  therefore, 
they  should  not  be  required  to  deduct  it  now. 

The  rule  in  regard  to  the  valuation  of  property  is  different 
from  the  inquiry  as  to  indebtedness.  In  the  one  case  the 
property  is  valued,  in  the  other  the  indebtedness  diminishes 
the  value. 

If  the  commissioners  had  not  valued  the  property  abroad, 
they  should  have  so  returned  the  fact.  On  the  contrary  they 
say  they  ascertained  the  actual  value  of  the  capital  stock  of 
the  said  company  to  be  the  sum  of  $10,000,000,  and  deducted 
therefrom  the  items  before  mentioned. 

From  this  return  no  other  conclusion  can  be  formed  than 
that  the  commissioners  valued  all  the  property  of  the  corpo- 
ration in  valuing  the  stock,  and  made  no  allowance  for 
exempt  property,  except  what  was  deducted;  in  this  we 
think  they  erred  and  that  the  relators  are  entitled  to  relief. 

It  does  not,  however,  follow  that  the  relators  are  entitled 
to  a  deduction  from  this  assessment  of  the  whole  amount  at 
which  they  value  the  personal  property  out  of  the  state. 
The  only  order  that  can  be  made,  is  to  set  aside  the  assess- 
ment and  refer  the  same  back  to  the  commissioners  to  correct 
the  assessment  by  deducting  the  value  of  the  personal  pro- 
perty out  of  the  state,  unless  the  commissioners  elect  to 
aoeept  the  amount  admitted  by  the  relators,  in  schedule  0,  to 
be  the  sum  at  which  they  should  be  assessed.  In  that  oase 
the  assessment  will  be  corrected  and  affirmed  for  that  amount. 

£.  L.  Fanohes  and  John  B.  Bsadt,  JX,  concurred. 
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K  Y.  SUPERIOR  COURT. 
Adelaide  Hombubobb  agt.  Jobeph  Hombubgeb. 

Where  there  is  no  sufflcient  eyidence  that  the  husband  had  the  yenereal 
disease,  or  that  he  communicated  it  to  his  wife,  she  cannot  obtain  a 
divorce  from  him  for  adultery  without  further  testimony. 

At  Special  Term^  December^  1873. 
Motion  for  confirmation  of  report  of  referee  and  for  judg- 
ment of  divorce. 

Fbeedman,  J, — ^The  evidence  is  insufficient.  There  is  no 
testimony  that  the  defendant  had  the  venereal  disease,  or  that 
the  same  was  communicated  to  plaintiff  by  the  defendant 
In  CoUett  agt.  CdUett  {Jud,  Com.  of  Prvoy  Cotmcily  Wadd. 
IHg.y  38,  overruling  1  Ourt.  JEc.^  678, 686),  it  was  distinctly  held 
that  the  adultery  of  the  husband  cannot  be  inferred  from  the 
mere  fact  of  the  wife's  being  tainted  with  venereal  disease, 
although  she  herself  is  not  even  suspected  of  adultery ;  that 
the  existence  of  such  disease  in  the  wife  is  consistent,  1,  with 
the  adultery  of  the  husband ;  2,  with  her  own  adultery ;  and 
8,  with  accidental  communication  of  it ;  and  that  where  there 
is  no  proof  of  the  husband's  having  been  himself  diseased  at 
the  time  specified  in  the  libel,  it  will  not  be  ascribed  by  pre- 
ference to  the  first  of  these  causes,  even  though  it  appears 
that  at  a  former  time  he  had  infected  his  wife.  To  the  same 
e£kct  is  jFerguaon  agt.  Ferguson  (3  Scmdf.^  807). 

The  case  is  referred  back  for  further  proof. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

MnrroN  A.  Goodbnouqh,  appellant,  agt  Wic  H.  Spenoeb, 

Feepondent. 

A  transfer  of  property  made  by  a  debtor  for  the  purpose  of  withholding 
it  from  the  satisfaction  of  the  lawftil  demands  of  his  creditors  is  a 
misdemeanor  nnder  the  statutes  of  New  York,  and  the  person  who 
receives  as  well  as  the  one  who  transfers  the  title  are  both  guilty. 

No  attorney  or  coimsel  has  the  right,  in  the  discharge  of  professional 
duties,  to  induce  his  client,  by  his  advice,  to  the  violation  of  the  laws  of 
the  state,  and  when  he  does  so  he  is  implicated  in  his  client's  guUt,  and 
the  court  will  not  allow  him  to  be  profited  by  his  unlawful  conduct 

The  relation  existing  between  attorney,  counsel  and  client  considered. 

It  will,  however,  maintain  the  validity  of  a  transfer  made  to  an  innocent 
third  party,  provided  the  title  is  perfect ;  but  if  a  condition  set  forth  in 
the  bill  of  sale  suggests  to  the  vendee  a  doubt  as  to  the  perfection  of  the 
title,  then  he  must  bear  the  consequences  of  his  neglect  in  the  examina- 
tion of  the  title. 

I 

First  Department^  Jwnuary^  1874. 

The  evidence  in  this  action  showed,  and  the  referee  found, 
that  on  the  first  day  of  March,  1870,  the  defendant  executed 
and  delivered  unto  Samuel  Stevens,  then  his  attorney  and 
counsel  in  legal  proceedings,  a  bill  of  sale  of  household  furni- 
ture, horses,  cattle,  sheep,  wagons,  harness,  grain  and  hay, 
then  being  in,  upon  and  about  his  dwelling-house  and  farm, 
ritoated  in  the  town  of  York,  Livingston  county,  and  state 
of  New  York.  The  consideration  recited  in  the  bill  of  sale 
was  $5,000,  paid  by  the  defendant  to  him  by  certain  counsel 
fees  and  moneys  for  legal  services  due  or  to  become  due  in 
certain  matters  at  the  date  of  the  bill  of  sale  in  the  hands  of 
the  vendee,  including  suits  at  law  and  other  matters  of  adjust- 
ment, counsel  and  advice,  disbursements  and  moneys  paid, 
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laid  out  and  expended,  costs  and  charges  and  other  good  and 
valaable  consideration.  The  property  indnded  in  the  bOl 
of  sale  was  of  the  value  of  $5,000 ;  and,  at  the  time  of  its 
execution  and  delivery,  the  defendant  owed  the  vendee  not 
exceeding  the  sum  of  $400 ;  but  that  sum  was  found  to  form 
no  portion  of  the  actual  consideration  for  which  the  bill  of 
sale  was  given.  The  defendant  was  then  in  embarrassed  cir- 
cumstances, and  was  about  to  be  examined  in  supplementary 
proceedings  taken  on  a  judgment  recovered  against  him.  And, 
at  the  suggestion  of  the  vendee,  his  attorney  and  counsel,  he 
executed  and  delivered  the  bill  of  sale  to  him,  in  order  to  pre- 
vent the  property  referred  to  in  it  from  being  appropriated 
by  his  creditors  to  the  payment  of  their  debts,  upon  the 
agreement  on  the  part  of  the  vendee  that  he  would  transfer 
it  again  to  the  defendant  after  his  financial  difficulties  had 
been  overcome.  After  the  execution  and  delivery  of  the  bill 
of  sale,  the  defendant  remained  in  the  undisturbed  possession 
of  the  property  mentioned  in  it,  as  it  was  understood  between 
the  parties  to  it  that  he  should,  at  the  time  when  it  was 
delivered,  and  used  and  enjoyed  it  as  his  own. 

On  or  about  the  12th  day  of  August,  1870,  Samuel  Stevens, 
the  vendee  in  the  bill  of  sale,  procured  from  the  plaintiff  the 
sum  of  $3,500,  and  delivered  him  a  written  assignment  of 
the  bill  of  sale,  accompanying  the  bill  of  sale  itself.  This 
assignment  was  absolute  in  its  form,  but  the  plaintiff,  under 
date  of  the  13th  of  August,  1870,  entered  into  an  agree- 
ment with  Stevens,  by  which  he  agreed  to  assign  the  bill  of 
sale  back  to  him  for  the  sum  of  $3,000,  to  be  paid  on  or  before 
the  1st  day  of  November,  1870. 

During  the  defendant's  examination  in  the  supplementary 
pirooeedings,  he  testified  that  he  had  conveyed  his  personal 
property  to  his  counsel,  Samuel  Stevens,  for  services.  Before 
the  plaintiff  took  the  assignment  of  the  bill  of  sale,  he  was 
informed  that  the  defendant  had  given  that  testimony.  But 
it  appeared  on  the  trial,  according  to  the  conclusion  of  the 
referee,  that  the  statement  was  made  under  the  suggestion 
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and  advice  of  the  defendant's  attorney  and  oonnsel,  the  vendee 
in  the  bill  of  sale.  Before  the  assignment  of  the  bill  of  sale, 
the  plaintiff  was  advised  bj  his  own  counsel  that  he  could 
safely  purchase  the  same,  and  by  doing  so  would  acquire  title 
to  the  property  described  in  it.  The  plaintiff  took  the 
assignment  of  the  bill  of  sale,  relying  on  that  advice,  and 
upon  the  evidence  given  concerning  it  on  the  supplementary 
examination,  and  the  statement  contained  in  the  bill  of  sale 
itself,  believing  that  by  doing  so  he  would  acquire  a  good  title 
to  the  property  described  and  mentioned  in  it.  At  the  time 
of  the  assignment  it  was  orally  agreed  between  the  plaintiff 
and  Stevens  that  the  plaintiff  should  not  interfere  with  the 
property  in  the  bill  of  sale  for  the  period  of  sixty  days.  And 
the  plaintiff  was  also  informed  by  Stevens  that  he  was  the 
defendant's  attorney  and  counsel ;  that  he  had  been  employed 
by  him  in  various  suits,  and  other  matters,  for  which  the 
defendant  owed  him  a  large  sum  of  money,  and  that  the  bill 
of  sale  was  given  for  such  services,  and  was  regular  and  pro- 
per. He  also  informed  the  plaintiff  that  the  property  was  in 
the  possession  of  the  defendant  at  his  farm  or  place  in  Living- 
ston county,  and  had  continued  in  his  possession  since  the 
execution  of  the  bill  of  sale.  All  this  information  was  com- 
municated to  the  plaintiff  before  he  took  the  assignment  of 
the  bill  of  sale.  Proof  was  also  given  from  which  it  was 
found  that  ^e  plaintiff  had  no  knowledge  or  notice  of  the 
real  state  of  the  transaction,  as  it  existed  between  the  defend- 
ant and  his  attorney  and  counsel.  The  defendant  refused  to 
deliver  the  property  to  the  plaintiff,  and  this  action  was 
brought  for  the  recovery  of  its  possession.  The  referee 
reported  in  favor  of  the  defendant,  and  from  the  judgment 
entered  on  the  report  the  plaintiff  appealed. 

D.  IjIoMabov^  for  (J^ppeUcmt. 
Thbbon  G.  Strong,  /or  respondent. 

Daniels,  «/I — ^Although  the  character  of  the  transaction 
which  resulted  in  the  execution  and  delivery  of  the  bill  of 
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sale  from  the  defendant  to  his  attorney  and  coansel  was  in 
dispute  upon  the  trial,  the  evidence  was  sn£Scient  to  justify 
the  referee  in  the  conclusion  he  adopted  concerning  it,  and 
for  that  reason  that  conclusion  must  now  be  accepted  86 
exhibiting  the  transaction  in  its  true  light  It  was,  in  brief,  a 
transfer  made  by  an  embarrassed  client  to  his  attorney  and 
counsel,  under  the  advice  and  suggestion  of  the  latter,  with- 
out any  actual  consideration,  but  for  the  purpose  of  having 
the  property  held  by  him  for  the  sole  use  and  enjoyment  of 
the  defendant  so  long  as  it  was  in  danger  of  being  seized  by  \ 
his  creditors  for  the  payment  of  their  debts ;  and  after  that 
danger  had  been  successfully  avoided,  restoring  the  formal 
title  again  to  the  defendant,  and  that  intention  appears  to 
have  been  observed  until  the  vendee  undertook  to  transfer 
the  property  to  the  plaintiff  for  the  consideration  he  received 
for  doing  so  on  the  assurance  that  the  bill  of  sale  was  r^olar 
and  proper. 

By  the  statutes  of  the  state  a  transfer  of  property  made  by 
a  debtor  for  the  purpose  of  withholding  it  from  the  satis&o- 
tion  of  the  lawful  demands  of  his  creditors  is  prohibited ;  and 
the  person  who  receives  as  well  as  the  one  who  transfers  the 
title  for  the  promotion  of  such  a  design,  are  both  rendered  so 
far  criminal  as  to  be  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor  (3  B.  S.  [&th 
ed.]j  971,  §  8).  In  the  consummation  of  this  transaction  both 
parties  to  it  involved  themselves  in  the  guilt  of  this  offense, 
and  the  vendee  cannot  shield  himself  from  its  consequences 
by  reason  of  the  circumstance  that  its  commission  arose  out 
of  the  advice  sought  for  his  protection  by  an  embarrassed  or 
insolvent  client  No  attorney  or  counsel  has  the  right,  in  the 
discharge  of  professional  duties,  to  involve  his  client  by  his 
advice  in  a  violation  of  the  laws  of  the  state ;  and  when  he 
does  so,  he  becomes  implicated  in  the  client's  guilt,  when,  by 
following  the  advice,  a  crime  against  the  laws  of  the  state  is 
committed.  The  fact  that  he  acts  in  the  capacity  and  under 
the  privileges  of  counsel,  does  not  exonerate  him  from  the 
well-founded  legal  principle  which  renders  all  persons  who 
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advise  or  direct  the  commission  of  crime  gailtj  of  the  crime 
committed  by  compliance  with  the  advice  or  in  confonnity 
with  the  direction  which  may  be  given. 

Bat  while  both  the  attorney  and  his  client  may  be  rendered 
criminally  ^ilty  in  such  a  transaction,  the  law  does  not  allow 
the  attorney  to  profit  by  it  where  it  results  in  an  apparent 
advantage  to  him  from  compliance  with  the  advice  given  by 
him.  The  relation  existing  between  attorney  and  counsel 
and  client  is  one  of  trust  and  confidence,  placing  the  interests 
and  rights  of  the  client  very  much  under  the  guardianship 
and  control  of  the  counsel,  and  liable  to  abuses  resulting  in 
serious  and  lasting  injury  to  the  client.  The  law  regards  the 
client  as  very  much  under  the  influence  and  control  of  the 
attorney  and  counsel,  while  the  ordinary  prof^sional  relation 
exists  between  them,  and  for  that  reason  the  conduct  and  acts 
of  the  latter  are  closely  watched  and  scrutinized.  If  he  bar- 
gains with  the  client,  while  the  relation  exists,  to  his  own 
advantage  and  the  detriment  or  prejudice  of  the  client,  the 
law  attributes  the  result  to  the  use  made  of  his  undue  influ- 
ence over  the  conduct  of  the  client ;  and  in  the  absence  of 
satisfactory  evidence  of  good  faith  on  the  one  part,  and 
entirely  voluntary  action  upon  the  other,  sets  aside  and  annuls 
the  transaction.  80  decided  are  courts  of  justice  in  the 
observance  and  enforcement  of  this  principle  that  the  attorney 
or  counsel  will  not  be  permitted  to  retain  the  fruits  of  even 
an  unlawful  contract,  where,  under  ordinary  circumstances, 
no  relief  would,  on  account  of  the  illegality  of  the  enterprise, 
be  awarded  to  either  party.  Where  one  party,  through  the 
means  of  an  unlawful  agreement,  acquires  the  property  of 
another,  the  law  regards  them  as  equally  in  fault,  and  will  do 
nothing  for  the  redress  or  protection  of  either  side.  But 
when  that  advantage  is  secured  by  an  attorney  or  counsel 
from  his  dient,  the  parties  are  not  considered  as  being  equally 
in  the  wrong.  The  law  then  regards  the  client  as  being 
drawn  into  the  violation  of  its  provisions  through  the  con- 
trolling influence  of  his  attorney  and  counsel  over  him,  and 
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for  that  reason  interveoes  for  his  protection.  Hence,  in  a 
transfer  like  that  made  by  the  defendant  to  his  attorney  and 
counsel  by  the  bill  of  sale  which  was  executed  and  delivered 
in  this  instance,  although  both  parties  to  it  violated  the  law, 
the  defendant  was  not  equally  in  the  wrong,  and  the  transfer 
will  be  annulled  for  the  purpose  of  relieving  him,  if  that  can 
be  done  without  injury  to  an  innocent  purchaser  {Ford  agt. 
Ha/nrmgton^  16  N.  Z".,  285 ;  Fredove  agt  Coley  41  BaA,, 
318  ;  Evcma  agt.  FUiSj  5  Denioj  640 ;  Soiodl  agt  jRcmsamj 
11  Paige,  538). 

But  that  relief  will  not  be  carried  so  £Eir  as  to  disturb  the 
rights  of  an  innocent  third  person  who,  in  good  fidth,  may 
have  been  induced  to  part  with  his  money  or  his  property, 
relying  upon  the  title  the  attorney  jmd  counsel  had  the  appa- 
rent right  and  power  of  transferring.  The  rule  in  that  case 
being  that,  where  one  of  two  innocent  persons  must  suffer  hj 
the  fraud  or  misconduct  of  a  third,  the  loss  shall  be  borne  hj 
him  who  conferred  upon  the  wrong-doer  the  means  of  deceiv- 
ing persons  honestly  dealing  with  him  {Romlea^  agt.  DesUerj 
3  Keyesj  572 ;  Whittiok  agt.  JEwkJ,  1  Padgey  202,  208). 

Under  this  principle,  even  though  the  transfer  of  the 
defendant's  property  to  his  attorney  and  counsel  would  be  at 
once  set  aside  as  between  them,  the  redress  could  not  be  so 
far  extended  as  to  annul  the  plaintiff's  title,  if  he  had  be^ 
entirely  justified  in  his  conclusion  that  the  defendant  had 
parted  with  all  his  rights  and  interest  in  the  property  sold. 
But  he  was  not,  for  he  omitted  one  important  indication  of 
the  continued  existence  of  those  rights  arising  out  of  the 
circumstance  that  the  property  still  remained  in  the  defend- 
ant's possession ;  and  in  addition  to  that  he  was  required  to 
stipulate  that  it  should  continue  in  that  condition  for  the 
period  of  sixty  days  after  the  assignment  of  the  bill  of  sale 
to  him.  These  circumstances  were  not  consistent  with  the 
existence  of  an  indefeasible  title  in  the  person  the  plaintiff 
dealt  with.  They  unmistakably  pointed  to  the  fact  that  the 
defendant  had,  or  claimed  to  have,  some  interest  in  or  right 
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to  control  the  property  his  vendee  proposed  to  sell,  notwith- 
standing the  recitals  in  the  bill  of  sale,  the  assurances  the 
plaintiff  received,  and  the  evidence  the  defendant  had  pre- 
viously given ;  and  the  plaintiff  should  have  applied  to  the 
defendant  for  the  informatien  which  these  circumstances 
admonished  him  might  be  given  if  he  had  designed  to  follow 
the  dictates  of  reasonable  prudence,  and  in  that  manner  to 
guard  himself  against  loss  arising  out  of  the  purchase  of 
another  person's  property.  The  fact  that  he  failed  to  make 
the  inquiry  the  defendant's  possession  suggested  the  propriety 
of,  is  sufficient  to  render  him  responsible  for  all  the  informa- 
tion which  such  an  inquiry  would  have  secured ;  and  that 
affects  the  title  he  acquired  with  all  the  infirmities  it  had  in 
the  hands  of  the  man  from  whom  he  obtained  it  (  Williamson 
agt.  JSrovm,  16  If.  Y.y  364,  861,  362;  OrimstoneeLgt.  Gartery 
3  Paige,  421 ;  £eed  agt.  Oamofiy  60  JUT.  T.,  346,  349,  360; 
Baker  agt.  Bliss,  39  JHf.  Y.,  70). 

Under  this  defect  in  the  plaintiff^s  title  he  stood  precisely 
where  his  Assignor  did  before  the  assignment,  holding  it  in 
subordination  to  the  defendant's  right  to  annul  the  sale  as 
the  result  of  the  undue  influence  his  attorney  and  counsel 
exercised  over  him  in  procuring  it. 

The  learned  counsel  for  the  pkintiff  is  entirely  right  in  his 
position  that  the  admissions  and  declarations  of  Stevens  in 
contravention  of  his  title  were  not  admissible  as  evidence  on 
the  trial  of  this  action ;  and  if  any  of  the  oral  or  written 
statements  made  by  him  and  received  during  the  trial  had 
the  least  bearing  on  the  conclusions  arrived  at  by  the  referee, 
the  judgment  would  necessarily  be  reversed.  But  they  did 
not,  for  they  were  mostly  on  immaterial  inquiries  having  na 
influence  by  the  way  of  proof  on  any  of  the  material  facts  ia 
the  case.  The  most  important  of  all  was  the  direction  or 
suggestion  to  the  defendant  himself  that  he  should  return  to 
Genesee  and  instruct  his  counsel  there  to  have  the  assignment 
set  aside  at  once  as  it  was  of  no  value  whatever,  as  he  had 
never  taken  possession  of  it.  The  only  fact  this  statement 
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had  aay  tendency  to  prove  was  the  eironmgtaiioe  that  8te?eitt 
or  the  plaintiff  never  took  possession  of  the  property  lold, 
and  that  was  in  no  way  disputed  in  the  case.  It  wm  not 
pretended  by  any  one  that  either  Stevens  or  the  plaintiff  eyer 
had  possession  of  the  property.  On  the  contraiy,  the  hi 
was  beyond  dispnte  the  other  way. 

There  was  no  impropriety  in  ezdnding  what  was  said  at)oiit 
not  putting  the  bill  of  sale  upon  record,  because  it  was  in  no 
sense  a  security  while  it  stood  in  the  hands  of  Steveos.  If  it 
was  valid  in  his  hands  at  ally  it  was  as  an  absolute  title. 
As  it  cannot  be  maintained  in  that  form,  there  could  be  no 
materiality  in  any  reason  suggested  for  not  putting  it  upon 
record.  «The  referee  has  negatived  the  idea  that  it  m^t 
have  been  designed  as  a  security ;  for  that  reason  it  wm  not 
such  an  instrument  as  the  law  required  or  allowed  to  be  placed 
upon  record.  The  case  presents  no  ground  on  which  the 
judgment  can  be  properly  disturbed.  It  should  therefore  be 
affirmed  with  costs. 

Bavis,  p.  J.|  and  Dqnohub,  J.,  ccmcnrred. 


NEW  TORE  PRAOnCB  SEPOBTS.  tti 


Nekon  agt  Laling. 


N.  Y.  SUPERIOR  COURT. 

PsTBR  Nelson,  plaintiff  and  appellant,  agt.  Chablbs  Luldto, 
IsAAo  Tatlob,  Fbanois  W.  Q.  Bellows  and  Henbt  O. 
Calkin,  defendants  and  respondents. 

The  plaintiff  bronglit  his  action  against  the  defendants  as  incoipoTators 
and  direoton  of  a  company  formed  pmsaant  to  the  general  laws  of  the 
state  for  ocean  steam  navigation,  under  the  name  of  '*  The  New  Toik 
and  Bremen  Steamship  Company,"  ehargiog  them,  flrat,  with  frandolently 
and  corruptly  combining  to  organize  said  company  for  the  jmrpose  of 
deceiying  sudi  of  the  public  as  might  be  induced  to  become  stockholders 
therein;  and  secondly,  with  inducing,  by  false  and  frandnlent  representa- 
tions, the  plaintiff  to  purchase  twenty-seven  shares  of  the  cai^tal  stock 
of  the  par  value  of  $100  each. 

EMj  that  the  fiicts  and  circumstances  shown  by  the  plaintiff,  including 
his  own  evidence,  when  considered  in  its  entirety,  fell  quite  short  of 
establishing  that  the  New  York  and  Bremen  Steamship  Oompany  was 
oiganized  by  the  defendants  with  the  intent  of  deceiving  and  cheating 
the  public  or  the  plaintiff.  Fraud  in  such  a  case  cannot  be  presumed,  but 
must  be  afflimatively  established. 

Aid,  also,  that  before  the  plaintiff  can  recover  for  alleged  fUse  representa- 
tions made  to  him  at  the  timeof  subscribing  for  the  8to<±,  it  is  essential 
that  he  should  satisfactorily  prove  that  the  representations  were  fhuidn* 
lently  made;  thai  they  were  not  only  fiUse  in  fact,  but  that  they  were 
made  with  the  intent  to  deceive.  This  intent  may  be  inferred  from 
evidence  showing  that  the  parly  making  them  knew  of  their  falsity  at 
the  time,  or,  at  least,  professed  knowledge  of  thdr  truth,  when,  in  fact, 
he  was  conscious  that  he  had  none.  But,  in  either  oase,  iSedsehood 
uttered  with  intent  to  deceive  is  essentiaL  Plaintiff*s  proof  was  not 
only  deficient  upon  the  question  of  fraudulent  intent,  but  also  upon 
the  question  of  the  faLd^  of  the  representations  as  to  existing  ftcta 

Ge^neral  Terrn^  November^  1878. 

Before  Babboub,  C.  J.^  Hovell  cund  Fbbbdmin,  JJ. 

Appeal  from  judgment. 
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Edwabd  D.  McCabty  &  Gbobob  W.  Van  BhYEXy  far 

appellcmt. 
T.  O  T.  Buckley,  &  Jambs  E.  Hill,  for  respondmU 

lAUmg^  Taylor  and  CalJbm 
Jambs  P.  Lowsry  for  respondent  JBeUows. 

By  the  Courty  Fbbbdman,  J. — This  is  an  appeal  by  plain- 
tiff from  a  judgment  entered  upon  the  dismissal  of  his  com- 
plaint at  a  trial  before  the  court  and  a  jury.  The  action  was 
bronght  against  the  defendants  as  incorporators  and  directors 
of  a  company  formed  pursuant  to  the  general  laws  of  the 
state  of  New  York  for  ocean  steam  navigation,  under  the 
name  of  "  The  New  York  and  Bremen  Steamship  Company," 
and  the  complaint  charged  them,  first,  with  fraudulently  and 
corruptly  combining  to  organize  said  company  for  the  par- 
pose  of  deceiving  such  of  the  public  as  might  be  induced  to 
become  stockholders  therein ;  and  secondly,  with  inducing,  by 
false  and  fraudulent  representations,  the  plaintiff  to  purchase 
twenty-seven  shares  of  the  capital  stock  of  the  par  valae  of 
$100  each. 

The  evidence  showed  that  the  plaintiff  was  originaUy  a 
stockholder,  and  creditor  for  work  done,  of  a  steamship  com- 
pany called  "  The  North  American  Lloyd,"  which  owned 
three  steamships  named,  Atlantic,-  Baltic  and  Western 
Metropolis,  for  which  the  sum  of  $965,000  had  been  paid  or 
secured  to  be  paid.  No  one  of  the  defendants  was  a  stock- 
holder in  this  company,  except  Calkin ;  but  the  Pacific  Mail 
Steamship  Company  held  a  first  purchase-money  mortgage  on 
the  Atlantic  and  Baltic,  and  the  defendant,  Charles  Loling, 
on  behalf  of  his  house  here  and  some  of  his  correspondents 
abroad,  was  a  large  creditor,  and  as  such  held  subordinate 
mortgages  upon  the  three  steamships.  In  the  fall  of  1866,  in 
consequence  of  the  German  war,  the  company  failed,  with 
liabilities  amounting  to  about  $1,400,000,  and  Calkin  was 
appointed  receiver.  Among  the  said  liabilities  was  me  of 
$5,000  to  the  plaintiff,  which  was  entirely  unsecured. 
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Lnling  and  the  Pacific  Mail  Steamfihip  Oompany  then 
determined  to  foredoee  their  respective  mortgages,  in  order 
to  acquire  a  title  which  would  be  not  only  absolute  upon  its 
face,  but  would  also  be  free  and  dear  from  the  claims  of  the 
general  creditors  of  the  North  American  Lloyd.  This  was 
accordingly  done,  and  the  three  steamships  were  sold  and 
bought  in  by  the  defendant,  Taylor,  in  their  interest  and  on 
their  behalf.  Their  fhrther  design,  in  doing  this,  was  to  form 
a  new  company,  into  which  the  said  steamsphips  were  to  be 
put,  and  the  shares  of  which  were  to  be  divided  between 
Luling  and  the  Pacific  Mail  Steamship  Company,  in  certain 
proportions,  as  provided  by  a  written  agreement  entered 
into  for  that  purpose. 

In  pursuance  to  such  agreement  the  New  York  and  Bremen 
Steamship  Oompany  was  formed  with  a  capital,  stock  of 
$1,000,000. 

This  stock  was  subscribed  for  by  seven  persons,  as  follows : 
Francis  Skiddy,  $5,000 ;  Charles  Luling,  $140,000 ;  F.  W. 
6.  Bellows,  $6,000 ;  John  T.  Hanneman,  by  Charles  Luling, 
$5,000 ;  Harvey  C.  Calkin,  $5,000 ;  James  K.  Hill,  $5,000 ; 
Isaac  Taylor,  $835,000.  They  met  and  they  executed,  and 
on  the  24th  of  January,  1867,  filed  a  certificate  of  incorpora- 
tion as  required  by  statute,  and  the  defendant,  Taylor,  was 
elected  president  and  treasurer. 

To  this  company  Taylor  offered  to  sell  the  three  steamships 
in  question  for  $1,000,000  in  cash,  and  the  assumption,  by 
tfie  Company,  of  the  payment  of  the  claims  held  by  Luling 
and  his  correspondents  against  the  North  American  Lloyd 
and  the  steamer  Western  Metropolis,  less  $150,000,  subscribed 
by  Luling  for  himself  and  Hanneman  for  the  stock  of  the 
new  company.  This  offer  was  accepted  by  the  board  of 
directors  of  the  company,  and  Taylor,  as  treasurer,  was  directed 
to  pay  to  himself,  individually,  the  said  sum  of  $1,000,000, 
upon  the  receipt  of  a  conveyance  of  the  ships.  The  convey- 
ance was  made,  and  the  manner  in  which  the  subscriptions 
were  paid  in  and  the  money  paid  over  to  Taylor  was  as  fol- 
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lows :  The  Pacific  Mail  Steamship  Compuij)  undertakiiig  to 
pay  for  the  sabacriptions  of  Tajlor,  OaUdn^  Skiddy  and  Bel- 
lows, handed  to  Taylor,  on  foor  separate  occasions,  between 
the  30th  of  January  and  the  30th  ^  February,  1867,  cheda 
to  the  aggregate  amount  of  $850,000.  As  each  dieck  was 
received,  it  was  deposited  by  Taylor  in  bank  to  the  credit  of 
the  company,  and  thereupon  a  check  for  an  equal  amount  wis 
drawn  by  Taylor,  as  treasurer,  to  his  own  order,  and  that  was 
indorsed  and  delivered  by  him  to  the  Pacific  Mail  Steamship 
Oompany.  Luling  undertaking  to  pay  for  his  subscriptioa 
and  that  of  Hanneman  and  Hill,  on  the  23d  of  January, 
1867,  handed  to  Taylor  a  check  for  $150,000,  which  was  also 
deposited  by  Taylor  in  bank  to  the  credit  of  the  company, 
and  out  of  the  proceeds  of  which  $110,000  were  paid  to 
Duncan  <fe  Sherman,  in  satis&ction  of  a  mortgage  held  by 
them  on  the  Western  Metropolis,  which,  as  betwera  the 
company  and  Umself,  Luling  was  bonnd  to  Mtirfy.  The 
remaining  $40,000  were  retained  to  work  the  line. 

It  was  also  a  part  of  the  original  arrangement  under  which 
the  New  York  and  Bremen  Steamship  Company  was  gotten 
up,  that  any  creditor  of  the  North  American  Lloyd,  who 
desired  so  to  do,  might  acquire  an  interest  in  the  new  oom- 
pany by  the  purchase  of  stock  at  fifty  cents  on  the  dollar 
and  the  transfer  of  his  claim.  The  plaintiff,  as  such  a  credi- 
tor, elected  to  avail  himself  of  this  provision  to  the  extent  of 
taking  $2,700  worth  of  new  stock.  In  order  to  give  that 
amount,  Taylor,  who  held  the  stock  subscribed  for  by  him  in 
the  form  of  a  certificate  issued  to  him  as  trustee,  surrendered 
the  same  and  had  new  certificates  issued  in  place  thereof. 
One  of  these,  representing  plaintiff's  stock,  was  issued  directly 
to  the  plaintiff  on  the  20th  of  March,  1867,  and  he  paid  for 
it  by  giving  Taylor  a  check  for  $879,  his  note  for  $1>000, 
payable  six  montiis  after  date,  and  a  transfer  of  his  old  claim. 

On  the  28d  of  March,  1867,  a  second  certificate  was  filed, 
which  had  been  executed  by  the  defendant,  Taylor,  as  presi- 
dent, and  by  the  defendants  Luling,  Bellows  and  OaUdn,  as 
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a  majority  of  the  tnisteee  of  the  New  York  and  Bremen 
Steamahip  Company,  and^  which  stated  that  the  whole  of  the 
eapital  stock  of  said  company  had  been  paid  in. 

On  the  Slst  of  March,  1867,  the  company,  i^  pnrsnanoe 
of  the  terms  of  its  purchase,  gave  a  mortgage  to  Oharles 
Lnling  &  Go.  on  the  three  steamships,  to  secure  the  sum  of 
$830,126.67,  being  the  balance  due  to  Loling  and  his  corre- 
spondents from  the  North  American  Lloyd,  with  the  $150,000, 
the  amount  of  their  stock  subscriptions,  deducted.  * 

The  New  York  and  Bremen  Steamship  Company  did  not 
prosper,  and  the  Pacific  Mail  Steamship  Company,  revising 
to  fiimish  any  more  means  to  carry  on  the  line,  it  was,  on  the 
27th  of  February,  1868,  resolved  to  wind  up  its  affidrs.  All 
current  expenses  and  debts  having  been  paid,  and  thwe  being 
no  creditor  outside  of  the  parties  who  had  gotten  it  up,  the 
company  ceased  to  do  business.  The  steamships  were  sold, 
and  the  proceeds  apj^ed  to  the  payment  of  the  mortgage 
held  by  Luling,  and  s^  parties  lost  what  they  had  put  in. 

There  was  no  proof  that  a  prospectus  had  ever  been  issued, 
or  that  subscriptions  for  the  stock  had  been  solicited  or 
authorized  by  the  company  to  be  solicited,  or  that  any  stock 
was  sold  to  outside  parties.  The  whole  arrangement  seems  to 
have  been  a  scheme,  by  the  two  heaviest  and  preferred  creditors 
of  an  insolvent  corporation,  to  reorganize  it  upon  the  basis  of 
the  property  to  be  saved,  and  the  other  creditors  had  their 
election  to  come  in  upon  certain  conditions.  Now,  whether 
these  conditions  were  fisiir  or  otherwise,  whether  in  the 
organization  of  the  new  company  the  requirements  of  the 
law  of  this  state  as  to  the  payment  of  the  capital  stock  in 
cash  were  really  complied  with  or  evaded  by  a  mere  technical 
performance,  Tfhether  Ae  directors  of  the  new  company 
observed  reasonable  care  and  caution  in  the  management  of 
the  afiairs  of  the  company,  or  were  guilty  of  recklessness, 
extravagance  and  excessive  liberality  in  purchasing  the  three 
steamers  at  the  price  paid  therefor,  and  in  assuming  the  pay- 
ment of  Luling's  claims  against  the  same,  or  whether  the 
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creditors  of  snch  new  oompany,  if  any  existed,  could  or  eonld 
not  question  the  validity  of  the  n^rtgage  subsequently  exe- 
cuted to  Luling,  under  which  the  entire  property  was  finally 
swept  away,  are  questions  which  do  not  necessarily  control 
the  final  decision  of  this  case. 

They  fail,  standing  alone,  to  show  fraud,  while  it  is  npon 
fraud  that  plaintiff  relies  as  his  cause  of  action.  They  are, 
therefore,  mere  circumstances  to  be  considered  and  weighed 
with  the  other  testimony  in  the  case.  But  plain  tiflT's  evidence, 
when  considered  even  in  its  entirety,  fell  quite  short  of  estab- 
lishing that  the  New  York  and  Bremen  Steamship  Companj 
was  organized  by  the  defendants  with  the  intent  of  deceiving 
and  cheating  the  public  or  any  of  the  creditors  of  the  North 
American  Lloyd  by  palming  ofiT  upon  them  worthless  shares 
of  its  stock.  Fraud,  in  a  case  like  this,  cannot  be  presomed, 
but  must  be  aflSrmatively  established.  The  certificate  which 
stated  that  the  capital  had  been  fully  paid  in  was  filed  after 
plaintiff  had  completed  the  purchase  of  his  stock,  and  conse- 
quently he  cannot  have  been  mislead  by  it. 

The  only  remaining  inquiry,  therefore,  relates  to  the  repre- 
sentations, if  any,  that  were  made  to  the  plaintiff  at  the  time 
he  took  the  stock.  His  testimony  upon  this  point  shows  that 
in  relation  to  this  piatter  he  had  no  conversation  with  the 
defendants,  Luling  and  Bellows,  or  any  one  in  their  behalf, 
and  the  complaint  was  therefore  properly  dismissed  as  against 
them. 

As  to  Calkin  and  Taylor,  plaintiff  showed  that  the  first  inti- 
mation of  the  formation  of  the  new  company  which  he 
received  came  from  Calkin,  who  informed  the  plaintiff  that 
he,  the  plaintiff,  could  come  in  and  convert  his  old  claim  into 
new  stock  by  a  payment  of  fifty  ceAts  on  the  dollar.  The 
plaintiff  inquired  what  Calkin  thought  about  it  and  the  latt^ 
replied:  ^^It  is  a  good  company;  we  have  formed  it;  the 
capital  is  all  paid  in ;  you  go  to  No.  40  Broadway  to  Isaac 
Taylor  and  get  new  stock  for  your  old  claim  and  you  will  get 
the  work  of  the  new  company.    It  is  going  to  be  the  biggest 
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company  in  New  York."  Plaintiff  thereupon  did  go  to  the 
place  named  and  there  told  Taylor  what  Oalkin  had,  said,  and 
Taylor  replied :  ^^  That  is  bo  ;  the  capital  stock  is  all  paid  in ; 
everything  is  all  right  and  we  will  go  on  swimmingly."  On 
his  cross-examination  plaintiff  admitted  that  he  had  no  doubt 
that  whatever  Oalkin  said  to  him,  he,  Oalkin,  believed  to  be 
true ;  and  that  whatever  Oalkin  or  Taylor  told  him,  he,  the 
plaintiff,  understood  to  be  mere  matter  of  opinion  as  to  the 
condition  and  prospects  of  the  company.  In  this  connection 
it  is  to  be  observed  that  the  defendant,  Taylor,  who  had  been 
called  as  a  witness  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff,  testified  on  his 
cross-examination  that  at  the  time  of  the  organization  of  the 
company  he  believed  that  the  enterprise  would  prove  a  suc- 
cess. For  such  representations  no  action  lies,  for,  before  a 
plaintiff  in  an  action  like  this  can  recover,  it  is  essential  that 
he  should  satisfactorily  prove  that  the  representations  were 
fraudulently  made ;  that  is  to  say,  that  they  were  not  only 
false  in  fact,  but  that  they  were  made  with  the  intent  to 
deceive.  This  intent  may  be  infeiTed  from  evidence  showing 
that  the  party  making  them  knew  of  their  &lsity  at  the  time, 
or  at  least  professed  knowledge  of  their  truth,  when,  in  point 
of  fact,  he  was  conscious  that  he  had  none.  But  in  either 
case  falsehood  uttered  with  intent  to  deceive  is  essentiaL 
The  presumption  is  in  &Tor  of  innocence,  and  on  that  account 
the  intent  or  design  to  deceive  the  plaintiff  must  be  affirma- 
tively made  out  by  evidence  (  Wakema/a  agt.  DaUey^  51  N. 
Z,  27 ;  Chsst&r  agt.  Cormstock,  40  N,  Y.,  676,  676  [note] ; 
Marsh  agt.  Falk&r^  40  JT.  T.,  662 ;  Weed  agt.  Caee^  56  Barb.j 
547).  Of  course  such  intent  or  design  caii  only  be  proven 
by  &ct8  and  circumstances,  but  one  of  these  must  clearly  show 
willfal  Msehood.  When  that  is  brought  home  the  other 
fsLC^  become  tainted  by  it  and  may  all  be  construed  in  the 
light  which  the  intentional  falsehood  casts  upon  them.  But 
without  it  the  presumption  of  fair  dealing  will  controL  The 
statement  that  the  capital  stock  had  been  all  paid  in  was  at 
least  technically  true,  and  the  other  statements  involved  mere 
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matters  of  opinion.  Plaintiff's  proof  was,  therefore,  not  only 
deficient  upon  the  question  of  fraudulent  intent,  but  also  apon 
the  question  of  the  falsity  of  the  representations  as  to  exifit- 
ing  facts.  Moreover,  it  fully  appeared  by  Taylor's  testimony, 
and  without  contradiction  by  the  plaintiff  that  Taylor  told 
and  explained  to  the  plaintiff  the  organization  of  the  com- 
pany;  that  plaintiff  knew  as  much  about  it  as  Taylor  did; 
that,  among  other  things,  Taylor  told  plaintiff  that  the  money 
given  by  the  Pacific  Mail  Steamship  Company  had  been 
returned,  and  that  under  the  circumstances  the  company  did 
not  have  a  working  capital;  and  finally  it  appeared  that 
plaintiff  was  acquainted  with  the  trade  and  witii  steamships 
and  their  value ;  that  the  three  steamers  in  question  were  really 
worth  over  $500,000 ;  that  the  plaintiff  by  the  purchase  of 
his  stock  and  as  part  of  the  bargain  for  its  purchase  seemed 
the  painting  of  said  steamers;  that  he  performed  betwera 
$4,000  and  $5,000  worth  of  work  on  them ;  that  he  paid  his 
note  of  $1,000  with  bills  for  part  of  such  work,  and  that  he 
received  his  money  for  the  balance. 

Upon  the  whole  case  it  is  therefore  impossible  to  arrive  at 
the  conclusion  that  the  plaintiff  was  induced  to  purchase  the 
stock  by  means  of  and  in  reliance  upon  representations  which 
were  false  and  fraudulent  within  the  true  and  legally  esta- 
blished metming  of  the  words. 

The  complaint  was  properly  dismissed  against  all  tiie 
defendants ;  and  as  the  other  exceptions  in  the  case  cannot 
affect  the  final  result,  the  judgment  appealed  firom  most  be 
affirmed,  with  costs. 

Babbottb,  0.  J.,  and  Moitell,  J.,  concurred. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

Thomas  Hollowat,  appellant,  v.  Bvsjamjs  F.  Stephbhb^ 

respondent. 

In  estimating  damages  resulting  from  repudiation  of  contract,  a  referee 
must  base  the  same  upon  proof  of  performance,  on  the  part  of  the  plain- 
tiff, of  the  several  conditionB  of  his  contract,  and  not  upon  mere  specular 
tion  and  conjecture. 

General  Temij  Deoember  12, 1878. 
Appeal  from  judgment  for  defendant,  &c.,  entered  on 
report  of  referee. 

8.  P.  Nash  and  M.  B.  MAciAYj/or  appeUamt. 

A.  J.  Yakdxspobl  and  T.  B.  ELD]UDOB,ybr  respondent. 

Davis,  J. — ^Assuming  that  the  learned  referee  was  entirely 
correct  in  finding  that  Haydock  had  foil  power,  as  plaintift's 
agent,  to  make  the  several  contracts  with  the  defendant,  and 
that  the  same  wwe  free  from  all  fraud  and  collusion,  and  had, 
without  &nlt  <m  defendant's  part,  been  broken  by  plaintiff,  so 
as  to  subject  the  latter  to  damages,  I  am  yet  unable  to  see  any 
satis^tory  grounds  upon  which  the  recovery  of  the  very  laige 
amount  allowed  by  the  referee  can  be  upheld. 
.  The  referee  allowed  as  damages  for  breach  of  the  contracts 
the  sum  of  $136,000.  It  is  obvious  that  he  took  as  the  basis 
of  this  allowance  the  estimate  of  damages  given  by  the  defend- 
ant himsell^  as  it  appears  at  folio  142  of  the  case.  On  defend* 
ant's  cross-examination  (at  folio  193  e$  eeq.  of  the  case)  an 
analysis  of  this  estimate  appears.  It  seems  to  have  been 
made  upon  a  total  of  317  newspapers — 108  dailies,  fifty  tri- 
weeklies, and  fifty-nine  weeklies^-^nd  an'  average  of  adver- 


S64  NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORXa 

HoUoway  agt  StepheiiB. 

tdflement  of  175  lines  to  each  paper,  and  an  insertion  of  the 
same  104  times  in  each  paper,  which  is  once  in  each  week  for 
two  years ;  and,  after  deducting  ten  per  cent  ^^  for  probable 
dednctions  and  failing  of  newspapers,"  and  a  specific  snm  for 
postages,  a  gross  aggregate  of  $270,710.88  is  reached,  of 
which  fifty  per  cent,  to  wit,  $135,855.44,  is  declared  to  be 
estimated  profits  which  the  defendant  would  have  received  at 
the  end  of  two  years  if  the  contracts  had  been  fully  carried 
out. 

I  have  not  been  able  to  ascertain  from  the  evidence  in  the 
case  how  the  aggregate  of  217  newspapers  was  attained.  Cer- 
tainly they  are  not  mentioned  in  the  several  contracta  In 
the  principal  contract,  that  of  July  25, 1865,  schedule  A  con- 
tains the  names  of  but  101  newspapers ;  the  contract  of  Augnst 
21,  1865,  but  seventeen  newspapers ;  the  contract  of  August 
30, 1865,  relates  to  the  La  Oronioa^  a  paper  published  in  the 
city  of  New  York,  and  that  of  June  13, 1865,  relates  to  the 
Prensa^  which  seems  also  to  be  one  of  the  seventeen  contained 
in  the  contract  of  August  21.  These  are  the  four  contracts 
upon  which  the  referee  has  predicated  his  findings  as  to 
damages.  There  is  either  some  confusion  of  figures  in  the 
case  whidi  is  to  me  inexplicable,  or  else  the  additional  papers 
have  been  brought  in  (as  is  most  likely)  under  the  provision 
of  the  contract  of  July  25,  which  provides  that  "  papers  that 
are  not  mentioned  in  this  list  (schedule  A)  in  Mexico  and 
Central  and  South  America,  that  may  have  been  in  existence 
twelve  calendar  months,  and  do  not  yet  contain  Hollowaj's 
advertisements,  may  be  added  to  the  above  mentioned  list, 
subject  to  the  same  orders  of  insertion  and  inspection,  saving 
the  Island  of  Cuba." 

It  nowhere  appears  in  the  evidence  that  such  papers  were 
in  fact  added  to  the  list,  nor  that  notice  was  given  to  the 
plaintiff  or  his  agent  that  they  would  be  added,  and  advertise- 
ments would  be  published  in  them  under  the  terms  of-  the 
contract.  In  respect  to  such  papers,  the  defendant,  so  &r  as  I 
am  able  to  discover,  put  himself  in  no  such  position  as  to  be 
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UDder  obligations  to  plaintiff,  or  liable  for  any  damages  to 
him  for  failing  to  make  the  required  publications,  nor  does  he 
appear  to  have  called  upon  the  plaintiff  or  his  agent  to  furnish 
the  advertisement,  &c.,  which  he  wished  to  have  inserted. 
But  however  these  suggestions  may  have  been  obviated  in  the 
mindof  the  referee,  it  is  very  clear  to  me  that  an  important 
and  essential  requisite,  in  its  nature  of  a  condition  precedent, 
to  a  recovery  in  respect  of  a  large  portion,  and,  indeed,  the 
great  majority  of  the  newspapere,  was  entirely  omitted  in  the 
evidence. 

The  contract  (of  25th  July)  contains  this  stipulation :  "  And 
it  is  distinctly  understood  and  agreed  upon  by  the  signer 
hereof,  that  the  schedule  A  papers  must  have  been  in  exist- 
ence as  newspapers  twelve  months,  and  that  no  advertise 
ments  must  be  inserted  in  them  of  HoUoway's  preparations  if 
his  advertisement  is  already  therein  when  offered  by  said  Ste- 
phens, or,  wanting  these  two  essential  points,  this  contract  to 
be  null  and  void."  It  wiU  be  observed  that  by  the  quotation 
above  made  from  the  same  contract,  this  provision  is  distinctly 
applied  to  all  papers  not  mentioned  in  schedule  A,  but  which 
may  be  added  thereto  as  stipulated  in  that  part  of  the  contract. 

I  am  not  able  to  see  why  the  defendant  was  not  bound  to 
prove  that  the  papers  in  his  aggr^ate  of  217,  in  which  he 
had  been  prevented  from  advertising  by  the  plaintiff's  repu- 
diation, were  such  as  he  would  have  been  entitled  by  the 
terms  of  the  contract  to  have  used. 

It  was  upon  him  to  show  that  they  were  papers  that  had 
been  in  existence  ^^  as  newspapers "  for  twelve  months,  and 
that  "  HoUoway's  preparations  "  were  not  already  advertised 
in  them.  No  such  evidence  was  given.  On  the  contrary  it 
did  appear,  in  respect  to  several  of  the  papers  in  which 
defendant  actually  published  his  advertisements,  that  Hollo- 
way's  were  already  there.  It  seems  to  me  to  have  been  a 
fatal  error  to  have  allowed  a  recovery  of  damages,  without 
evidence  on  those  points,  upon  the  estimate  made  by  the 
party  himsel£ 
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I  Bappose  also  from  the  evidenoe  that  the  217  papers 
indaded  the  number  named  in  the  defendant's  Hst  of  news- 
papers (at  folio  1628,  page  408  of  the  case)  in  which  publica- 
tions were  actoall  j  inserted,  the  charges  for  which  are  embraced 
in  the  $25,717.02  also  allowed  by  the  referee.  If  this  be  so,  k 
seems  to  follow  that  the  damages  recovered  as  to  those  papers 
have  been  duplicated  to  some  extent,  as  the  estimate  on  the 
whole  217  includes  the  full  term  of  two  years  stipulated  fat 
by  the  contract,  and  consequently  also  covers  the  period  psid 
for  by  the  $26,717.02. 

Upon  the  evidence  offered  as  to  the  general  damages,  the 
measure  claimed  and  allowed  was,  in  my  judgment,  alto- 
gether too  speculative  and  conjectnraL  There  should  baye 
been  proof  of  the  existence  of  Uie  newq)aper8,  of  their  stand- 
ing as  to  time,  that  HoUoway's  advertisements  were  not 
already  in  them,  and  that  they  were  ready  and  willing  to 
insert  them  as  low  as  the  estimated  cost  of  publishing  adopted 
by  the  defendant  in  making  up  his  estimate. 

It  should  have  been  diown,  also  (since  by  lapse  of  time  the 
two  years  of  the  contract  had  long  before  expired),  tbat  the 
newspapers  had  been  permanent  and  would  have  been  able 
to  have  continued  the  advertisements  for  the  term  stipulated. 

I  think  there  must  be  a  reversal  of  the  judgment  and  a 
new  trial  of  the  issues. 
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Ths  Pboflb  on,  the  RelaUon  qf  Chablsb  E.  Millbb  agt 
Audbew  H.  Gsbbn,  OomptroUer,  &c.,  and  Abbam  L* 
Eablb,  Auditor,  &c. 

Tlie  TdoOair  claimed  the  balance  of  an  unpaid  salaiy  of  |4,830.17  i<x 
seTFices  as  '*  counsel  to  the  commissionerB  of  taxes  and  assessments,  in 
the  city  of  New  Tork,*'  for  part  of  the  years  1872  and  1878,  which  the 
defendants  refhsed  to  pay. 

It  did  not  appear  that  the  relator's  salary  was  provided  for  in  any  of  the 
appropriations  made  for  those  years  to  the  commissioners  of  taxes  and 
assessments;  and  the  amounts  apportioned  to  that  department  are 
required  to  be  spedflcally  applied  to  the  purposes  specified  therein. 
The  relator  can  have,  therefore,  no  remedy  by  mandamus;  but  is  enti- 
tled to  have  his  claim  audited,  and  a  mandamus  lies  to  the  auditor  to 
adjust  the  demand. 

Special  Term^  FdruoMry^  1874. 

Brfore  HoNBLL,  Ch.  J. 

Application  for  a  peremptor j  mandamus. 

The  relator  alleged  in  his  aflSdavit  that  in  November,  1872, 
he  was  dnly  appointed  ^^  connsel  to  the  commissioners  of  taxes 
and  assessments,  in  the  city  of  New  York,"  nnder  the  provi- 
sions of  the  act  of  May  17, 1869 ;  that  he  thereupon  entered 
npon  the  duties  of  his  office,  and  continued  to  discharge  them 
to  and  including  the  9th  day  of  May,  1873 ;  that  his  salary  as 
such  counsel  was  fixed  by  the  board  of  supervisors  at  $10,000 
per  annonou  He  further  alleged  that  there  was  due  to  him 
of  unpaid  salary  the  sum  of  $4,820.17,  with  interest  from 
NoYcmber  25, 1872,  which  Earle,  as  auditor,  has  refused  to 
audit,  and  Green,  as  comptroller,  has  refiised  to  pay. 

Upon  this  the  comptroller  and  auditor  were  ordered  to 
diow  cause  why  they  diould  not  audit  and  pay  the  daim,  and 
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the  comptroller  showed  for  cause  that  there  was  no  appropria- 
tion of  money  in  the  treasury  to  pay  said  claim. 

It  was,  thereapon,  referred  to  a  referee  to  take  proof  and 
report  the  same  to  the  court. 

The  evidence  taken  by  the  referee  establishes  the  following 
facts: 

In  December,  1871  >  the  commissioners  of  taxes  and  assess- 
ments delivered  to  the  board  of  apportionment  an  estimate  of 
the  expenses  of  the  commission  for  the  year  1872,  as  fol- 
lows : 

Four  commissioners,  at  $10,000  each I^O^OOO  00 

Surveyors,  secretary,  deputies,  clerks,  &c 167  >  000  00 

$207>000  00 

In  April,  1872,  the  commissioners  delivered  to  the  board 
an  estimate  of  expenses  of  their  department,  from  May  let 
to  December  31st,  1872 : 

Four  commissioners,  at  $10,000  each  per  annum,    $26  j  666  67 
Surveyors,  secretary,  deputies,  ifcc,  stationery, 
&c 186^233  33 


$162)900  00 


The  board  of  apportionment,  in  May,  1872,  by  resolution, 
did  "apportion  and  set  apart  the  sum  authorized  to  be  appor- 
tioned or  raised  by  authority  of  chapter  444  of  Laws  of  1871, 
to  and  for  the  various  objects  and  purposes  of  the  govern- 
ment of  the  city  and  county  of  New  York  for  1872,  as  here- 
inafter named,"  viz.,  after  a  number  of  others : 

Commdssianers  of  Taooes  cmd  Assessments. 

Four  commissioners,  at  $10,000  each $40,000  00 

Deputies,  clerks,  &o 134,040  00 

$174,040  00 
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Of  this  total  sum  there  remained  of  the  $40,000  the  snm 
of  $11,146.10,  and  of  the  $134,040  the  snm  of  $82.13. 
Nathaniel  Sands,  one  of  the  commissioners,  had  not  been 
paid  his  salary  for  the  year  1872,  and  the  comptroller  claims 
that  the  balance  of  $11,146.10  is  still  applicable  to  that 
claim. 

For  the  year  1873  the  commissioners  delivered  their  esti- 
mate for  the  expenses  of  that  year,  making  an  aggregate  of 
$222,700,  which  indnde  $40,000  for  commissioners,  the 
balance  being  for  deputies,  clerks,  &c. 

In  January,  1873,. the  board  of  apportionment  apportioned 
the  following  amounts  for  the  following  purposes,  viz. : 

*    *    *    Commissionera  of  Taaoea  and  AsBesamenta. 

Four  commissioners,  at  $10,000  each $40,000  00 

Secretary,  surveyor,  deputies  and  clerks 118 » 000  00 

$158,000  00 


Of  this  total  sum  there  remained  of  the  $40,000  the  snm 
of  $2,423.42.  King,  one  of  the  commissioners,  having  died 
during,  the  year  the  balance  would  have  been  applicable  to 
his  successor,  had  one  been  appointed.    None  was  appointed. 

The  whole  amount  ($118,000)  for  secretary,  surveyor,  &c., 
had  been  paid  out  of  the  treasury. 

Upon  the  report  of  this  evidence  the  relator  renewed  his 
motion  for  a  peremptorj^mandamus. 

Mr.  W.  C.  Teull,  for  the  rdator. 
Mr.  Andbews,  for  the  oomptrdHer. 

MoNELL,  Ch,  J. — It  was  conceded  by  the  respondent's 
counsel  that  the  relator  had  a  legal  claim  to  be  paid  for  his 
services,  as  counsel  to  the  commissioners  of  taxes  and  assess- 
ments. ^  He  was  appointed  by  competent  authority ;  his  salary 
was  paid  by  the  board  of  supervisors ;  and  he  had  performed 
the  duties  assigned  to  his  office.    Nor  was  it  questioned  that 
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a  mandamus  would  lie  to  compel  the  payment  of  the  claim, 
if  the  disbursing  officer  has  funds  in  his  possession,  or  under 
his  control,  which  he  is  authorized  to  apply  to  the  purpose. 

He  is  a  public  officer  and  subject  to  the  mandatory  writ, 
when  there  is  a  clear  legal  right  to  payment  {People  ex  rd. 
Adsit  agt.  AUefij  1  Lcms.^  248 ;  People^  dko.j  agt.  Allen,  42 
ir.  Y.  H.,  404.) 

The  defense  interposed  in  this  case  is  that  there  are  no 
funds  in  the  treasury  to  pay  the  daim.  In  other  words,  that 
there  is  no  appropriation,  out  of  which  the  comptroller  is 
authorized  to  take  the  money. 

That  there  is  no  appropriation  applicable  to  the  payment 
of  the  claim  is  a  complete  defense  to  the  motion  {People  agt 
Burrowy  27  Barbj  89 ;  S.  C\  qfflrmedj  17  N.  Y.  B.,  S35> 
It  may  not  be  to  an  action  against  the  city. 

The  question,  therefore,  to  be  examined  is,  whether  there 
is  any  appropriation,  out  of  which  the  comptroller  is  authorized 
to  make  payment. 

The  relator  claims  that  the  unexpired  balance  of  $11,146.10, 
of  1872,  and  of  $2,428.42,  of  1873,  are  each  applicable  to 
his  demand.  That  must  depend  somewhat  at  least  npon 
whether  the  appropriations  for  these  years  were  general  and 
not  specific.  If  they  were  merely  appropriations  of  subm  of 
money  for  the  expenses  of  the  department  generally,  then  it 
is  probable  that  the  comptroller  would  be  authorized  and 
bound  to  pay  out  of  those  appropriations,  without  discrimina- 
tion, any  and  all  legal  claims  of  the  department,  so  long  as 
any  portion  of  the  appropriation  remained.  He  would  have 
no  right  to  make  specific  apportionments  or  set  apart  special 
sums  for  particular  officers  or  persons  in  the  department,  and 
then  make  such  separate  appropriations  the  basis  of  his  r^oeal 
to  pay  other  legal  claims  against  the  general  fund. 

On  the  other  hand,  if  such  specific  and  separate  appropria- 
tions have  actually  been  made,  not  by  the  oomptroUer  but  by 
a  competent  power  behind  him,  the  comptroller  has  no  right 
whatever  to  divert  them,  or  any  part  of  them,  from  such 
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specific  and  eeparate  pnrpose.  So  far  salaries  and  compensa- 
tion,  separately  designated  in  the  appropriation,  must  be 
protected  in  the  treasury  for  the  person  or  persons  occupying 
the  offices  to  which  the  salary  or  compensation  is  attached. 
It  would  not  only  be  unjust  towards  such  officials  to  deprive 
them  of  the  security  thus  acquired,  but  it  would,  in  my 
judgment,  be  a  violation  of  duty  and  a  usurpation  of  power 
for  the  comptroller  to  make  any  other  or  different  application 
of  the  money. 

The  power  to  make  and  the  mode  of  making  appropria- 
tions for  the  expenses  of  the  city  and  county  government  is 
determined  by  law.  The  mayor,  comptroller,  &c.,  are  directed 
to  make  and  agree  upon  an  estimate  of  the  various  sums  of 
money  which  will  be  required  to  defray  all  such  expenses  of 
the  various  boards,  commissions  and  departments ;  and  there- 
upon to  fix  and  determine  the  amount  thereof,  ^' which 
amount,  when  so  established,  shall  thereby  become  appro- 
priated as  the  amount  required,  and  shall  be  certified  to  the 
board  of  supervisors,''  which  board  is  directed  to  raise  the 
same  by  tax  {La/wa  1871,  p.  1246,  §  101).  A  subsequent 
chapter  (683)  directs  such  board  of  estimate  and  apportion- 
ment to  apportion  and  '^  set  apart "  to  the  various  departments 
the  sums,  &c. 

It  is  understood  that  the  board,  to  guide  and  enlighten  its 
judgment,  and  as  a  basis  of  appropriation,  direct  estimates  to 
be  furnished,  by  each  head  of  department,  of  the  probable 
expenses  of  his  department  for  the  current  ensuing  year. 
Such  estimates  were  furnished  by  the  tax  commissioners  for 
the  years  1872  and  1873,  and,  as  we  have  seen,  the  items  of 
expenses  were  separately  stated.  Those  estimates  furnished 
the  board  with  the  amount  and  purpose  of  the  expenditure, 
and  following  as  to  purpose,  if  not  as  to  amount,  apportioned 
an  aggregate  sum  each  of  those  years,  but  in  such  a  form  as 
necestturily  to  require  a  specific  application  to  each  separate 
item. 

The  aggregation  of  the  apportionment  to  ^^  deputies,  clerks/' 
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&c.,  wonld  not  require,  or  probably  allow,  of  a  discrimination 
in  favor  or  against  any  particular  class.  All  and  each  are 
embraced  in  the  designation,  and  none  have  a  privity  or 
preference  over  others. 

Bnt  the  apportionment  to  the  four  commissioners  nearly 
aggregate  their  salaries,  and  leave  it  a  separate  and  specific 
appropriation  to  and  for  them,  and  from  whom  the  comp- 
troller has  no  authority  to  divert  it  by  paying  out  of  it  any 
other  expense  of  the  same  department  The  right  to  such 
appropriation,  by  reason  of  the  form  in  which  it  has  been 
made,  has  given  to  the  commissioners  a  g[ium  vested  claim  to 
it,  of  which  they  cannot  be  legally  deprived ;  and  it  would 
be  no  answer  to  a  mandatory  writ,  on  behalf  of  these  commis- 
sioners, for  the  comptroller  to  aver  that  other  expenses  of  the 
department  had  exhausted  the  appropriation. 

Nor  is  the  question  affected  by  the  fact  that  one  of  the 
commissioners  has  not  demanded  his  salary;  and  another 
having  deceased,  a  portion  of  the  sum  set  apart  for  salaries 
cannot  be  demanded.  These  circumstances  do  not  unfix  the 
appropriation  and  set  it  adrift  in  the  city  treasury.  It  remains 
intact  subject,  perhaps,  to  the  power  of  ultimate  disposition  ; 
and  that  power  is  probably  in  the  comptroller,  he  being 
authorized  {Laws  1872,  chap.  9)  to  transfer  appropriations. 

In  Cheen  agt.  The  MayoTy  cfec,  of  New  York  (5  AVb.^  503), 
the  court  say :  ^^  The  defendants,  when  they  receive  money 
from  taxes  or  any  other  source  of  revenue,  which  they  are 
bound  to  apply  to  any  special  purpose,  may,  by  action,  be 
compelled  to  pay  such  money  to  the  purposes  contemplated, 
'wpon  the  principle  that  they  hold  the  money  eo  received  by 
them  to  he  90  applied^ 

It  does  not  appear  that  the  relator's  salary  was  included  in 
either  the  estimate  or  the  appropriation  for  the  years  1872, 
1873.  It  is  not  mentioned  in  terms,  nor  is  it  admitted  to  be 
included  among  ^^deptUies  or  cLerkeP  It  may,  therefore, 
safely  be  said  that  it  is  not  provided  for  in  the  appropriations 
of  those  years ;  and  if  I  am  correct  in  the  position,  that  the 
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amoants  apportioned  to  the  department  mnet  be  applied  to 
the  purposes  specified,  the  relator  can  have  no  remedy  by 
mandamas. 

Se  is  entitled,  however,  to  have  his  claim  audited,  and  a 
mandamas  lies  to  the  auditor  to  adjust  the  demand ;  and  so 
mach  of  the  motion  is  granted. 

The  motion,  as  against  the  comptroller,  must  be  denied, 
with  costs. 
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Thb  National  Bank  of  Gommebob,  respondent,  agt.  Thi 
National  Mechanics'  Banking  Association,  appellant 

Forgery  in  bank  check,  mutual  mistake,  upon  whom  loss  should  fall— viewed 
in  a  moral  light,  each  party  was  guiltless ;  in  the  law  the  negli- 
gence of  the  one  is  no  greater  than  that  of  the  other,  and  for  this  reason 
it  is  inequitable  for  the  defendant  to  detain  the  money  paid  by  the  plain* 
tiffs  under  a  mistake  common  to  each. 

Oeneral  Term^  December  15, 1873. 
MoNELL,  Sedgwick  amd  Van  Vorst,  JJ. 

Appeal  by  defendants  from  a  judgment  entered  upon  the 
verdict  of  a  jury  under  the  direction  of  the  judge  before 
whom  the  case  was  tried,  and  from  an  order  denying  a  new 
trial. 

The  action  was  brought  to  recover  the  sum  of  $14,949.25, 
claimed  to  have  been  paid  by  plaintiffs  to  defendant  under  a 
mistake  of  facts. 

The  case  shows  that  Vermilye  and  Co.  were  dealers  with 
plaintiffs,  depositing  money  with  them  and  drawing  checks 
against  the  same.  On  the  15th  day  of  February,  1870,  they 
drew  a  check.  No.  101,  on  plaintiffs,  for  $56.75.  The  check 
was  made  payable  to  the  order  of  A.  J.  Greenleaf,  to  whom  or 
to  whose  use  it  was  delivered  by  Vermilye  &  Co.  on  the  day 
on  which  it  was  drawn.  The  check  was  taken  on  the  same 
day  to  the  plaintiffs,  by  a  person  purporting  to  be  Greenleaf, 
the  payee,  and  presented  to  be  certified  to  Thomas  B.  Adri- 
ance,  who  was  the  receiving  teller,  but  who,  on  that  day, 
acted  as  paying  teller,  in  the  temporary  absence  of  the  pay- 
ing teller.    Adriance  certified  the  check.    The  plaintiflFs  kept 
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a  record  of  certified  checks,  and  a  book  for  the  purpose,  and 
in  this  book  Adriance  entered  the  check  for  $56.75  in  question, 
as  certified  on  that  day.  Greenleaf ,  the  payee  of  the  check, 
was  a  dealer  with  the  defendant.  He  had  been  introduced  to 
the  cashier  as  a  banker  and  broker,  by  a  customer  of  the 
bank,  and  left  with  the  defendants  his  card,  with  the  number 
of  his  office  thereon  as  70  Broadway.  He  opened  an  account 
with  the  bank  on  the  1st  of  February,  1870,  and  from  that 
time  down  to  the  16th  day  of  February,  1870,  he  had 
made  divers  deposits,  amounting,  in  the  aggregate,  to  over 
$56,000,  and  upon  which  he  had,  from  time  to  time,  drawn 
checks,  so  that  on  the  sixteenth  of  February,  when  his  account 
was  balanced,  there  was  standing  to  his  credit  only  $1.49. 
On  the  day  last  named,  and  i^r  his  account  had  been 
bidanced,  Greenleaf  deposited  with  the  defendants  the  check 
of  Yermilye  &  do.,  which  had  been  certified  on  the  fifteenth  of 
February  by  Adriance,  but  which,  after  its  certification  had 
been  fraudulently  changed  in  its  date  from  the  fifteenth  to  the 
sixteenth  of  February,  and  altered  in  its  amount  from  $56.75 
to  $15,006.  The  check  was  received  by  the  defendants  as 
genuine,  and  credited  to  Greenleaf 's  account  at  the  sum  of 
$15,006.  Greenleaf  afterwards,  on  the  same  day,  further 
deposited  with  the  defendants  the  sum  of  $5,600  (his  last 
deposit),  and  on  the  same  day  drew  out  of  the  bank,  by  his 
checks,  the  sum  of  $17,981.25,  leaving  an  apparent  balance 
in  his  favor  on  that  day  of  $2,626.24.  The  defendants  having 
no  knowledge  of  the  forgery  in  the  body  of  the  check, 
deposited  the  same  in  the  clearing-house  on  the  morning  of 
the  seventeenth  day  of  February,  when  the  same  was  paid  to  the 
defendants  by  the  plaintiffs  as  a  check  for  $15,006,  through 
the  exchanges  in  the  dearing-hoxuse,  in  the  ordinary  way  in 
which  the  accounts  of  banks  are  there  adjusted,  and  the 
same  actually  came  to  the  plaintiff's  banking-house  on  the 
morning  of  Uie  seventeenth  of  February,  with  other  vouchers. 
The  check  came  from  the  clearing-house  to  William  W. 
Sherman,  who  was  the  regular  paying  teller  of  plaintiff's 
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bank,  who  was  absent  from  the  bank  on  the  fifteenth,  the  day  the 
check  was  certified.  It  was  brongl^t  to  Sherman  by  the  ched 
clerk  as  not  being  entered  as  a  certified  check  on  the  certifi- 
cate book.  Sherman  looked  at  the  book  and  saw  no  entry  of 
the  check.  He  made  no  inquiries  of  Yermilye  &  Co.  nor  of 
anybody  in  the  bank,  but,  knowing  the  signature  of  Adrianoe, 
and  supposing  the  check  to  be  genuine  and  regularly  certified, 
and  its  entry  on  the  sixteenth  accidentally  omitted,  he  entered 
the  same  upon  the  book  as  a  check  certified,  of  the  sixteenth  of 
February,  for  $15,006,  and  the  same  was  charged  to  the 
account  of  Vermilye  &  Co. 

In  this  condition  the  affidr  remained  until  the  twenty-fonrth 
of  February,  when  the  account  of  Vermilye  &  Co.  with  the 
plain  tifib  was  written  up,  and  the  vouchers,  including  the  check 
of  $15,006,  were  returned  to  Vermilye  &  Co.  On  the  first  of 
March  Vermilye  &  Co.,  having  in  the  mean  time  examined 
the  vouchers,  called  upon  the  plaintiff  produced  the  check, 
and  notified  the  bank  that  the  check  had  been  altered,  after 
drawn  by  them,  from  $56.75  to  $15,006,  whereupon  the 
plain tifib  addressed  to  the  defendants  a  letter  in  these  words: 


tOB,) 


'*  National  Bank,  of  Commeeoi 
"New  Tom,  March  1,  1870. 
"  M.  Chandler,  Esq., 

"  Cashier  National  l£echam.ici  Banki/ng  Assoeiation: 

"  Deab  Sm. — I  inclose  herewith  check  of  Vermilye  &  Co. 

upon  this  bank.  No.  101,  to  order  of  A.  J.  Greenleafi  p^^ 

porting  to  be  for  fifteen  thousand  and  six  dollars  ($15,006), 

received  for  that  amount  through  the  Clearing-house  Exchange 

from  your  bank,  as  per  your  slip,   also  inclosed  herewith, 

which  check  we  have  this  day  learned  has  been  altered  from 

$56.75,  the  amount  for  which  it  was  drawn,  and  certified  by 

us,  and  I  therefore  hereby  claim  and  request  repayment  to 

us  of  the  difference  of  $14,949.25. 

Yours,  very  respectfully, 

^'H.  F.  VAIL, 

"  Cashier.'' 
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This  was  the  first  actual  notice  the  defendants  had  of  the 
forgery.  The  defendants'  cashier  immediately  sent  a  clerk 
to  70  Broadway  to  make  inquiries  for  Greenleaf,  but  he  was 
not  to  be  found  there.  The  office  was  closed  and  no  person 
on  hand.  The  balance  in  the  hands  of  the  defendants, 
$2,626.24,  has  since  the  seventeenth  day  of  February  been 
attached. 

At  the  dose  of  the  testimony  the  defendants'  counsel 
requested  the  court  to  submit  to  the  jury  the  question 
whether  the  defendants  had  been  injured  by  the  laches  or 
negligence  of  the  plaintiffs  in  notifying  the  defendants  of  the 
alleged  mistake.  The  court  refused  and  the  defendants 
excepted. 

The  court  directed  a  verdict  for  plaintiffs  for  the  sum  of 
$14,949.25,  with  interest,  being  the  difference  between  the 
amount  for  which  the  check  was  originaUy  drawn  and  cer- 
tified  and  the  altered  amount ;  defendant  excepted  to  such 
direction.    Defendant  moved  for  a  new  trial,  which  was  denied. 

Jaicbs  EMOTT,y(?r  appeUcmta. 
Benjamin  D.  SuAjDian, /or, respondents. 

By  the  Courts  Van  Vobst,  J. — When  the  check,  in  the 
altered  condition  in  which  it  had  been  taken  by  the  defend- 
ants as  genuine,  came  back  to  the  counter  of  the  plaintiffs' 
bank  on  the  seventeenth  day  of  February,  it  was  there  also 
received  as  genuine,  and  its  payment  through  the  exchanges 
at  the  clearing-house  was  adopted  and  ratified,  and,  as  a 
valid  check,  it  was  charged  to  the  account  of  Yermilye  & 
Co.,  the  drawers  of  the  same. 

The  alteration  being  in  the  body  of  the  instrument,  and 
not  in  the  signature  of  their  customer,  which  they  were  pre- 
sumed to  know,  they  are  not  by  the  act  of  recognition  and 
payment  of  it  as  valid,  under  an  honest  belief  that  it  was  so, 
disentitled  from  establishing  that  the  instrument  was  a  for- 
gery, or  from  recovering  back  the  money  paid  {Bank  of  Com- 
meroe  agt.  Union  Banky  3  Goms.j  230). 
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The  pbdntifb  on  the  eeventeenth  day  of  Febmaiy  were 
deceived  by  the  fraudulent  alteration  of  the  check,  as  the 
defendants  themselves  have  been  on  the  sixteenth,  and  the 
recognition  by  each  bank  of  the  check  as  valid  was  made 
under  a  clear  mistake  of  facts. 

No  effect  can  be  given  to  the  certification  of  the  check  on  the 
fifteenth  of  February  by  Adriance,  the  clerk  of  the  pLuntifib, 
other  than  that  the  signature  was  genuine,  and  that  the  check 
was  good  for  $66.75,  the  amount  for  which  it  was  drawn 
{Fwrmerif  and  Mechanics*  Bank  agt  Butcher i  and  Droveri 
Banky  16  N.  Y.^  125).  And  the  money  paid  by  plaintifi 
over  and  above  that  sum  they  are  entitled  to  recover  back 
from  the  defendants,  unless  there  be  such  facts  and  drcam- 
Btances  peculiar  to  this  case  as  would  justify  the  defendants 
according  to  equity  and  conscience  to  detain  it  from  the 
plaintiff.  The  defendants  claim  that  the  plaintiffs  have  been 
guilty  of  laches,  which  has  resulted  in  loss  to  them,  and  that 
this  negligence  of  plaintiffs  should  defeat  a  recovery.  It  was 
urged  on  the  argument  by  defendants'  counsel  that  it  was 
negligence  in  the  plaintiffs  not  to  have  entered  the  check, 
when  certified,  by  its  number,  in  addition  to  its  date  and 
amount,  that  the  entry  of  the  number  would  have  aided  in 
detecting  the  forgery ;  and  further,  that  when  the  check  came 
back  to  them  on  the  seventeenth  of  February  they  did  not  make 
sufSdent  inquiry  in  r^ard  to  its  genuineness  before  aooept- 
ing  it  as  a  true  instrument  The  defendants  urged  substan- 
tially that  the  plaintifib  could  and  should  have  detected  the 
forgery  on  the  seventeenth  of  February,  and  should  haye 
immediately  given  notice  thereof. 

The  evidence  on  the  trial  was  to  the  effect  that  it  was  not 
customary  to  enter  certified  checks  on  the  books  by  their 
number,  but  that  memoranda  of  the  dates  and  amounts  were 
sufficient  for  the  purposes  for  which  the  book  was  kept. 

The  question  as  to  whether  or  not  the  omission  of  plaintiffi 
in  this  respect  was  negligence  was  not  submitted  to  the  joiy, 
nor  was  any  request  made  that  it  should  be;  and  it  cannot  be 
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said,  as  matter  of  law,  that  the  plaintiflBs  were  bound  to  make 
such  entry,  and  that  a  failure  to  do  so  is  negligence.  But 
that  the  plaintiflGs  did  not  make  all  the  inquiry  and  examina- 
tion on  the  return  of  the  check  which  the  defendants  now 
demand,  affords  no  good  reason  why  the  plaintiffs  should  not 
recover  in  this  action. 

It  was,  without  doubt,  formerly  the  rule  that  if  a  party 
pays  money  under  a  mistake  of  fact,  and  no  laches  is  impu- 
table to  him  in  respect  of  his  omitting  to  avail  himself  of  the 
means  of  knowledge  within  his  power,  he  might  recover  back 
the  money  {Miiner  agt.  Ihmcany  6  B.  db  C.y  671).  But  the 
limitation  of  the  rule  with  respect  to  laches  in  such  cases  has 
been  modified  {ITeUy  agt.  Solariy  9  If.  dk  TT.,  54).  In  this 
case  Solan  had  an  insurance  on  his  life  in  the  plaintiff's  com- 
pany. H6  had  made  default  in  the  payment  of  a  premium 
due  on  the  third  of  September,  by  which  the  policy  lapsed. 
The  actuary  advised  two  of  the  directors  of  the  default ;  one 
of  them — Clift — wrote  on  the  policy  the  word  "lapsed.** 
After  the  death  of  Solari,  which  happened  in  October  next 
after  the  default,  his  wife,  who  had  entered  upon  the  admin- 
istration of  his  estate,  made  a  demand  on  the  company  for  the 
amount  of  the  policy.  Three  of  the  directors,  including  the 
two  who  had  known  of  the  default  and  the  lapsing  of  the 
policy  in  September  previous,  and  the  one  who  had  made  the 
entry  of  the  word  "  lapsed,"  paid  the  amount.  After  discov- 
ering the  mistake  an  action  was  brought  against  the  executrix 
to  recover  the  money.  The  two  directors  on  the  trial  testi- 
fied that  at  the  time  of  the  payment  they  had  entirely  for- 
gotten that  the  policy  had  lapsed.  The  plaintiff  was  non- 
Boited  on  the  trial,  the  chief  baron  deciding  that  if  the 
directors  had  had  knowledge  or  the  means  of  knowledge  of 
the  policy  having  lapsed,  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover,  and 
their  afterward  forgetting  it  could  make  no  difference.  But 
a  new  trial  was  ordered,  baron  Paske  saying  "  that  if  money 
be  paid  under  the  impression  of  the  truth  of  a  fact  which  is 
untrue,  it  may,  generally  speaking,  be  recovered  back,  how- 
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ever  careless  the  party  may  have  been  in  omitting  to  use 
diligence  to  inquire  into  the  fact."  In  that  case  the  coimeel 
for  the  defendant,  in  opposing  the  motion  for  a  new  trial, 
urged  that  the  defendant  was  an  executrix,  that  the  monejr 
paid  had  become  assets  of  the  estate,  and  that  if  plaintiff  suc- 
ceeded the  loss  would  fall  upon  her. 

In  Toumsend  agt.  Crowdy  (8  C.  B.  N.  S.y  477)  it  was  held 
that  the  mere  fact  that  the  person  who  paid  the  money  had, 
at  the  time  of  payment,  means  of  knowledge,  of  which  he 
neglected  to  avail  himself,  will  not  disentitle  him  to  recoTer 
the  money  back,  if  it  was  paid  under  a  real  mistake  {Luoas 
agt.  Worsack^  1  Moody  <6  Robinson  H.y  293 ;  Dailey  agt 
Lloyd^  12  Q,  B.  B.y  581 ;  2  Smithes  Leading  OaseSj  edition 
of  1873 ;  Marmot  agt.  Hampton^  and  oases  dtedy  marginal 
page  402). 

There  is  no  rule  that,  because  a  party  has  the  means  of 
knowledge,  he  has  the  knowledge  itself,  or  that,  as  a  condition 
to  recovery,  he  should  have  actually  possessed  himself  of  the 
knowledge  within  his  reach. 

Nor  can  it  be  maintained  that  the  omission  by  a  party  to 
do  everything  in  the  conduct  of  his  own  business,  the  per- 
formance of  which  might  prevent  loss  to  himself  or  others, 
is  necessarily  negligent. 

But  in  MngsUm  Bank  agt.  EMnge  (40  IT.  F.,  391)  it  was 
held  that  '^  care  and  diligence  are  not  controlling  elements  in 
the  case.  It  is  a  question  of  fact  merely.  The  inquiry  is: 
Were  the  parties  mutually  in  error,  and  did  they  act  upon 
such  mutual  mistake  ?  not  whether  they  ought  to  have  so 
acted.  If  in  consequence  of  such  mutual  mistake  one  party 
has  received  the  property  of  the  other,  he  must  refund,  and 
this  without  reference  to  negligence  or  vigilance.*' 

In  the  Union  Bank  of  Troy  agt.  The  Sixth  Natumd 
Bank  (43  N.  T.  R.)  it  was  objected  by  the  defendants  to 
the  plaintiffs  right  of  recovery  that  he  had  been  negligent  in 
an  omission  to  make  inquiries,  and  to  use  the  means  at  hand 
for  arriving  at  correct  information  of  the  facts  before  parting 
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with  the  money ;  bat  it  was  held,  in  that  case,  that  it  is  no 
defenBB  that  the  mistake  arose  from  a  want  of  care  on  the 
part  of  the  plaintiff  {see  also  Ccmal  Bank  agt.  Bank  of 
AOoM/y  1  EiUj  287). 

Before  taking  this  check  from  Greenleaf,  on  the  sixteenth  of 
Febmary,  the  defendants  were  as  much  bonnd  to  make 
inquiries,  in  regard  to  its  genuineness,  as  the  plaintiffs  were, 
before  accepting  it,  6n  the  following  day. 

The  defendants  had  means  of  inquiry  within  their  reach. 
They  used  none.  And,  before  sending  it  to  the  clearing- 
house, they  impressed  upon  it  the  sanction  of  their  own 
stamp,  as  an  evidence  of  their  belief  in  the  trueness  of  the 
paper.  In  such  condition  it  came  to  and  was  accepted  by  the 
plaintiffs  as  true. 

At  the  dose  of  the  evidence,  the  defendants'  counsel  asked 
the  judge  before  whom  the  trial  was  had  to  submit  to  the 
jury  the  question  whether  the  defendants  had  been  injured 
by  the  laches  or  negligence  of  the  plaintiffs  in  notifying  the 
defendants  of  the  alleged  mistake,  and  that  the  court  refused 
and  the  defendants  excepted. 

The  defendants'  request  assumed  that  there  was  n^ligence 
in  respect  to  the  notification.  Negligence  is  neither  to  be 
assumed  nor  presumed.  It  is  true  that  negligence  is  often  a 
question  of  mingled  law  and  fact.  But  in  this  case,  whether 
the  plaintiffs  had  omitted  such  duties,  or  had  failed  to  exer- 
cise such  care  and  diligence  as  amounted  to  negligence,  were 
fiicts  to  be  determined  by  the  jury.  The  fact  that  there  was 
negligence  in  the  plaintiffs  should  have  been  foupd  before 
the  jury  should  have  been  called  upon  to  consider  its  conse- 
quences to  the  defendants. 

The  forgery  was  not  discovered  by  the  plaintiffs  until  the 
first  of  March,  when  Yermilye  &  Co.  returned  the  check ; 
immediate  notice  was  then  given  to  the  defendants,  and  a 
demand  of  payment  made. 

The  position  of  the  defendants,  if  not  earlier,  was  fixed  on 
the  seventeenth  of  February,  when,  through  the  exchanges  of 
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the  dearing-hoiise,  the  checks  of  Greenleaf  on  them,  to  an 
amount  exceeding  $17,000,  were  paid.  This  took  from  the 
defendants  more  than  the  amount  of  the  forged  paper. 

The  plaintiffs  were  under  a  duty,  without  doubt,  to  notify 
the  defendants  of  the  forgery  as  soon  as  it  was  discovered  by 
them ;  and  had  the  forgery  been  brought  to  the  plaintifl' 
knowledge  before  the  defendants  parted  with  the  credit  they 
had  given  Greenleaf  on  the  faith  of  the  foiged  check,  and 
there  had  been  a  culpable  omission  to  give  notice  m  time  to 
save  them  from  loss,  it  might  well  be  that  the  plaintifb 
should  not  recover  in  this  action. 

The  remedy  of  the  defendants  is  against  Greenleaf  now, 
as  it  would  have  been  on  the  sevente^ith  of  February  had  the 
forgery  been  then  discovered  by  the  plaintiffs,  and  they  had  then 
refused  the  check.  Under  such  circumstances,  the  plaintifb 
would  have  made  immediate  reclamation  on  the  defendants 
for  the  amount  paid  through  ihe  clearing-house,  and  the 
defendants  would  have  proceeded  against  Greenleaf  This 
course  is  still  open  to  diem. 

Of  the  deposits  made  by  Greenleaf  on  the  sixteenth  of  Feb- 
ruary, there  still  remains  with  the  defendants  undrawn,  a  bal- 
ance of  $2,626.24,  which  has  been  attached.  By  whom  or  upon 
what  ground  it  has  been  seized,  and  whether  before  or  since 
the  discovery  and  notice  by  plaintiffs  of  the  forgery,  does  not 
appear.  But  in  the  view  taken  of  this  case,  this  attachment 
cannot  be  interposed  by  the  defendants  to  affect,  in  any  way, 
the  plaintiffi'  right  of  recovery,  and  it  would  be  dtfficult  to 
conceive  how  any  creditor  of  Greenleaf  could  make  a  daim 
to  this  balance,  which  was  placed  to  his  credit  on  the  &ith  of 
a  check  which  proved  to  be  a  forgery.  Upon  the  hctSy  this 
money  still  belongs  to  the  defendants.  Greenleaf,  himselfi 
can  make  no  valid  daim  to  it,  and  no  creditor  can  have  a  be^ 
ter  right  to  the  money  than  Greenleaf  himselfl 

The  judgment  shmild  be  aflirmed. 

So  ordered. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 
J.  H.  BuLLABD  agt.  A.  H.  Peaesall. 

The  snccessfiil  party  is  not  entitled  to  a  doable  biU  qfeoitt  on  two  appeals 
to  the  general  term  in  the  same  case. 

Third  Department^  Albcmy  Oeiieral  Term^  Jantum/y  1874. 

Thb  plaintifi  moved  for  a  new  trial  at  the  special  term, 
founded  upon  a  case  and  affidavits  showing  surprise  and  newly 
discovered  evidence,  which  was  denied.  The  plaintiff  appealed 
from  that  order  to  the  general  term  before  judgment  Two 
days  after  that  appeal  the  defendant  entered  judgment  for 
costs.  The  plaintiff  then  appealed  from  the  judgment  to  the 
general  term.  The  two  appeals  were  contained  in  the  same 
printed  case  and  were  argued  together  at  ihe  general  term, 
and  one  decision  was  made  affirming  the  judgment  and  order 
appealed  from.  Upon  this  decision  the  defendant  claimed 
$100  costs  on  each  appeal.  The  clerk  of  Saratoga  county 
allowed  both,  and  upon  appeal  to  judge  Ingalls  he  granted 
an  ord^  striking  out  one  of  the  bills.  The  defendant  appealed 
from  that  order  to  the  general  term,  which  court  affirmed  the 
Older.  This  question  has  heretofore  been  controverted  in  the 
courts.  From  cases  reported  it  appears  that  liiree  judges  of 
the  superior  court  of  New  York  have  decided  that  in  such  a 
case  the  successful  party  is  entitled  to  a  double  bill  of  costs, 
and  that  the  same  number  of  supreme  court  judges  have  held 
that  he  is  only  entitled  to  a  single  bill.  This  decision  of  the 
general  term  settles  the  question  for  this  department.  The 
appeal  was  argued  by  J.  P.  BxrvLEB/or  the  appelUmt  and  E. 
F.  Bullasd/ot  the  respondent. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 
Hemphill  agt.  Tbull  et  al. 

An  appeal  from  an  order  made  at  special  term,  sustaining  excq>tionfl  to  a 
referee's  report  upon  a  question  of  fact  reversing  the  referee's  decision, 
cannot  be  taken  directly  to  the  general  term.  Judgment  must  first  be 
entered  and  the  appeal  taken  firom  that. 

Third  Depwrtm&ni^  Albany  General  Term^  Januamj^  1874. 

This  was  an  action  to  partition  certain  real  estate  in  Coboes, 
and  to  determine  whether  a  certain  judgment  standing  on 
record  had  been  paid.  That  question  was  sent  to  a  referee, 
who  reported  the  judgment  paid.  The  owner  of  the  judg- 
ment filed  exceptions  to  the  report,  which  were  argued  before 
judge  Ingalls,  who  sustained  the  exceptions  and  held  the 
judgment  unpaid.  Without  entering  judgment  the  plaintiff 
appealed  directly  from  that  order  to  the  general  term. 

C.  F.  DoTLB  and  J.  F.  OsAWFOBD^/br  the  appellant. 

£.  F.  BuLLABD,ybr  the  respondents  claimed  that  the  appeal 
was  premature,  and  that  the  only  mode  to  review  the  decision 
was  to  allow  judgment  to  be  entered,  and  then  appeal  from 
the  judgment.  The  court  sustained  that  yiew,  a,pd  dismifised 
the  appeal  with  costs. 
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SXJPREME  COURT. 
WiLUAM  B.  Pabibbk  et  al.  agt.  Philip  Pasisen  et  al. 

Wliere  oljecdons  are  made  to  the  title  oi  real  estate  in  coneeqaence  of 
oertam  defects  in  the  proceedings,  and  on  reference  they  are  found  to 
be  well  taken,  and  it  is  impossible  to  cure  them,  the  sale  should  be 
rescinded  and  the  purchaser  reimbursed. 

General  Term^  OoU^ber^  1873. 

Appeal  from  an  order  denying  the  plaintiff's  motion  for  a 
resale  in  partition.  ^ 

John  Towifsmmy  for  plawMfs. 
John  Am>RKWBj/ar  ^purchaser. 

Fancheb,  J. — The  judgment  in  this  action  was  entered  on 
the  24th  of  Jannary,  1862,  and  ordered  a  sale  of  certidn  pre- 
mises in  the  city  of  New  York  under  the  direction  of  a  referee. 
The  premises  consist  of  four  lots  of  land  on  One  Hundred  and 
Rfteenth  street,  100  feet  west  of  the  Eleventh  avenue,  and 
they  were  sold  hy  the  referee  in  one  parcel  on  the  9th  of 
July,  1869,  to  William  H.  Husted  for  $600. 

Objections  were  made  to  the  title  by  the  purchaser  on 
account  of  certain  defects  in  the  proceedings.  A  reference 
was  had  to  consider  and  report  upon  the  objections.  They 
were  found  to  be  well  taken,  and  on  the  28th  of  November, 
1862,  the  referee,  Hon.  William  Mitchell,  made  his  report  to 
the  court,  in  which,  among  other  things,  he  said : 

^^  The  matter  stood  adjourned  before  me  to  supply  these 

(nnissions,  but  they  were  not  supplied,  and,  I  infer,  cannot  be 

at  present.    Under  these  circumstances,  and  considering  the 

time  elapsed  since  the  purchase  and  the  probable  change  in 
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the  value  of  the  property  Bioce  that  time,  I  am  of  opinion 
that  the  parchaeer  shoald  be  dischai^d  from  hie  pordiaflo." 

Some  costs  were  incurred  on  this  reference,  and  neither 
the  plaintiffs  nor  the  purchaser  took  up  the  report,  but  ^owed 
matters  to  remain  as  they  were  until  1869. 

On  the  9th  of  June,  1869,  before  either  party  had  mide 
any  motion  upon  the  report,  the  attorney  for  the  plaintifiB 
addressed  a  letter  to  the  attorney  for  the  purchaser,  asking  for 
the  amount  of  the  purchaser's  payments,  and  offering  to 
refund  the  same  and  have  an  onier  entered  rdeasing  him 
from  his  purchase.  The  letter  was  answered  and  an  esriy 
reply  promised,  but  until  October,  1870,  no  definite  respoDse 
was  made,  except  several  promises  by  the  attorney  for  the  p1l^ 
chaser  to  the  attorney  for  the  plaintiff  *Uo  inform  him  of  ^ 
amount  of  purchaser's  costs  and  disbursements." 

Pausing  at  this  point,  it  would  seem  that  the  plaintiffi  had 
done  what  was  proper  in  offering  to  reimburse  the  purchaser, 
and  to  release  him  from  his  purchase ;  and  had  the  learned 
referee,  who  considered  all  the  circumstances,  possessed  the 
power,  he  doubtless  would  have  ordered  the  purchaser  reim- 
bursed and  the  sale  rescinded. 

The  plaintifib  then  noticed  a  motion  for  an  order  to  that 
effect,  and  the  purchaser,  in  November,  1870,  prepared  aft- 
davits  to  oppose  the  motion.  In  them  it  appeu^  that  tke 
purchaser  had  assigned  his  bid  to  George  G.  Andrews,  of 
Brooklyn,  who  had  also  bought  certain  outstanding  claims  or 
liens  upon  the  premises.  It  was  ftirther  set  forth  in  the 
oppodng  affidavits  that  repeated  requests  had  been  made  of 
the  plaintifls'  attorney  to  file  the  sunmions,  and  to  supply  an 
affidavit  of  the  signatures  of  the  parties  who  had  admitted 
service  of  the  summons.  But,  on  reference  to  the  referee^ 
report,  it  will  be  seen  that  a  compliance  with  such  requests 
would  not  suffice ;  for  there  were  other  material  defects  in 
the  proceedings  pointed  out  by  the  referee.  The  place  of 
service  of  the  summons  was  not,  in  several  instances,  specified, 
and  that  is  a  statutory  requirement.    There  was  a  mortgage 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORXa  8S9 


Pftrtoen  agt  PmiBeB. 


on  the  premifies,  alleged  to  hare  been  paid,  bat  it  wae  nnsatig- 
fied  of  record,  and  the  mortgagee  had  not,  so  fur  as  the  record 
ihowed,  been  properly  served  with  the  snmmons. 

The  motion  thns  noticed  was  not  decided  until  the  10th  of 
May,  1871,  when  the  court  denied  the  motion  to  rescind  the 
sale,  and  ordered,  the  summons  to  be  filed  and  the  defects  in 
the  service  thereof  to  be  supplied. 

It  does  not  appear  by  the  papers  before  the  court  that  it  is 
in  the  power  of  the  plaintiffs  or  the  purchaser  to  supply  such 
defects,  and  that,  it  seems  to  me,  is  an  unanswerable  reason 
why  the  order  applied  for  at  special  term  should  have  been 
granted.  The  learned  judge,  at  special  term,  put  his 
decision  upon  the  ground  that  there  was  negligence  on  the 
part  of  the  plaintiffs  greater  than  on  the  part  of  the  pur- 
chaser. But  on  the  papers  it  is  not  a  question  of  negligence 
ezclusivdy ;  it  is  whether  the  plaintiffs  have  power  to  supply 
the  defects  in  the  proceedings.  It  nowhere  appears  they 
could  do  so,  and  the  inference  drawn  by  the  referee  was  that 
they  could  not.  Under  such  circumstances  it  would  seem  to 
be  the  dictate  of  justice  that  the  purchaser  should  be  reim- 
horsed  and  the  sale  rescinded. 

There  is  another  reason  why  the  motion  at  special  term 
du>uld  have  been  granted.  On  the  &cts  found  as  to  the  title 
no  action  for  partition  could  be  maintained,  for  the  entire 
title  is  vested  in  the  plaintiff.  The  action  was  therefore  one 
to  remove  clouds  upon  the  title.  It  should  have  been  tried 
at  qpecial  term,  and  die  decree  or  judgment  removing  the 
clouds  on  the  title  there  made.  The  statutes  relating  to  parti- 
tion, and  under  which  the  referee  could  be  ordered  to  sell, 
vre  not  applicable.  No  sale  is  necessary  or  proper.  If  the 
a{q)arent  liens  and  claims  of  the  defendant  are  only  clouds 
upon  the  title,  they  should  be  removed  by  an  appropriate 
decree,  when  the  title  would  be  cleared  and  the  plaintiffs^ 
own^rdiip  established.  They  could  then  sell  and  convey 
their  own  premises,  without  aid  of  the  court,  if  they  desire  to 
do  8o«    If  any  of  them  desire  to  sell  and  the  others  do  not. 
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there  would  be  no  ease  made  for  a  partition  Boit  with  all  the 
owners  as  plaintiffs ;  bat  an  action  shonld  be  broni^fat  with 
the  former  part  owners  as  plaintiffs  and  the  others  as 
defendants. 

The  order  at  special  term  should  be  reyersed,  aod  an 
order  granted  to  reimburse  the  purchaser  and  to  set  aside  the 
sale,  the  order  to  be  settled  on  two  days'  notice. 

iNGBJLHiJi,  P.  J.J  concurred. 


KBW  YORK  PRACTICE  RBP0RT6.        9m 


TnnatBgL  Jacdnon. 


N.  T.  SUPERIOR  COURT. 
John  S.  Tbenob  agt  James  S.  Jaoksoh. 

Tlie  defendant  being  the  leeeee  for  a  tenn  of  yean  of  premiBes  occupied 
by  him  as  a  grocery. store,  on  the  comer  of  Sixth  avenne  and  Forty- 
eighth  street,  New  York,  the  lease  containing  a  covenant  by  the  defend- 
ant that  **  he  will  not  make  any  alterations  therein  without  the  written 
consent  of  the  party  of  the  first  part,  under  the  penalty  of  forfeiture 
and  damages ;  *'  and  the  plaintiff  Qessor)  alleged  that  the  defendant  was 
about  constructing  a  wooden  shed,  or  what  he  called  an  '*  awning,'' 
entirely  around  the  two  sides  of  said  building,  which,  if  erected,  would 
greatly  injure  the  value  of  the  rest  of  the  building  for  the  purposes  for 
which  it  was  used,  for  flats  and  tenement'  apartments  for  families,  pray- 
ing for  an  ii\|unction  restraining  the  defendant  from  Airther  proceeding 
with  such  erection,  Ac 

SeUL^  that  although  the  covenant  in  the  lease  all^^  to  have  been  broken 
is  that  the  defendant  will  not  make  any  alterations  in  the  demised  premi- 
ses, the  word  "t»"  is  to  be  taken  as  including  vipon  as  weU,  so  that  the 
covenant  may  read  ^^aUeraUoM  in  cr  v/fion^^  and  cover  the  erection 
which  the  defendant  has  annexed  to  the  building. 

The  fidr  construction  of  the  covenant,  therefore,  is  that  the  lessee  shall  not 
make  any  alteration  of  the  premises,  so  as  in  any  respect  to  change  them 
from  the  condition  they  were  in  when  he  made  the  covenant,  without 
first  obtaining  the  consent  of  his  landlord.  Buch  a  covenant  is  reason- 
able and  proper. 

But  although  the  acts  of  the  defendant  must  be  regarded  as  a  violation  of 
bis  covenant,  yet  they  are  not  sufficient  to  authorize  the  exercise  of  the 
restraining  power  of  the  court 

The  injury  to  the  plaintUTs  rights  or  interests  are  not  irreparable,  or 
aach  as  cannot  be  probably  satisfled  at  law.  The  damages  for  the 
breach  are  capable  of  being  ascertained,  and  a  recovery  of  such  dama- 
ges at  law  would  be  a  satisfkction,  and  would  cover  the  continuance  of 
the  injury,  as  well  as  the  present  damage. 

Bat  another  remedy  at  law  is  provided.  Under  the  terms  of  the  lease  the 
lessor  has  reserved  the  right  to  re-enter  for  covenants  broken,  and  may 
maintain  his  action  to  recover  possession  of  the  demised  prrauses 
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Where  the  remedy  or  remedies  at  law  are  adequate,  a  ooart  of  equity  niQ 
not  exercise  jurisdiction. 

But  the  plaintiff  has  shi^>ed  his  case  so  as  to  bring  it  within  equity  recogni- 
tion by  alleging  that  the  structure  is  being  erected  by  the  defendant  upon 
one  at  the  public  streets  of  the  city  of  New  York,  without  lawM 
authority,  and  is  injurious  to  the  private  interests  of  the  plaintiff. 

The  defendant,  conceding  that  the  arectioB  in  question,  if  erected  wifb- 
out  lawftd  authority,  would  be  a  public  nuisance,  and  if  found  to  be 
injurious  to  any  private  rights,  would  be  amenable  to  the  restr&ining 
power  of  the  court,  at  the  suit  of  such  private  person,  rests  upon  the 
permission  granted  to  him  by  the  commissioner  of  public  woiIls,  Jane 
7,  1878,  to  erect  Just  the  shed  Or  awning  coiitemplsted«  which  per- 
mission will  undottbtedly  justify  the  nets  of  the  detodant,  if  the  power 
is  vested  in  the  city  to  give  such  permission. 

A  purprestnre,  or  even  a  public  nuisance,  cannot  be  predicated  of  the 
exercise  of  lawful  authority,  and  this  brings  to  consideration  the  ques- 
tion involving  the  power  of  municipal  authorities  of  tiM  (^,  to  allow 
or  permit  the  eroctien  and  eontinnance  of  wliat,  without  tiie  leqvirite 
power  to  permit,  would  be  a  public  nuisanoe. 

It  is  enough  for  the  purposes  of  this  question  that  the  city  holds  the  fee 
in  trusty  and  cannot,  without  the  amplest  authority,  divest  its  use  or  allow 
its  use  to  be  divested  from  the  exclusive  puUic  use. 

It  is  very  dear  that  a  trust  created  by  law,  for  a  strictly  public  puipaee, 
cannot  be  divested  fnxn.  such  purpose  and  converted  into  a  private  nae. 

No  case  can  be  found  which  admits  a  power  in  the  legislature  to  legalize 
the  use  of  a  public  street  for  private  purposes. 

In  the  present  case  the  appropriation  of  a  part  of  one  of  the  public  straeto 
of  the  city  is  for  an  exdnsively  prinite  purpose. 

It  cannot,  therelore,  be  claimed,  that  such  use  of  the  street  is  notinconuB- 
tent  with  the  fullest  use,or  that  it  is  for  a  public  purpose.  The  coipora- 
tion  holding  the  streets  in  trust  for  the  public,  have  exceeded  their 
powers  in  attempting  to  authoriae  such  aiq;m>pdation  and  the  smitton 
and  continuance  of  the  structure  complamed  ol  is  witiiout  aothoritj  of 
law. 

An  ai^ropriation  of  a  part  of  a  public  ride  by  an  individual,  without 
grant,  is  a  nuisance;  so  a  continued  incroaehment  upon  a  street. 

The  private  and  peculiar  injury  to  the  plaintiff  is  sufllciMifly  mazdfett. 
The  effect  of  the  structure  is  suflteieotly  manifest 

Special  Temij  FAruary^  1874. 

MonoN  to  coDtinne  injunction. 

The  plaintiff  is  the  lessee  for  a  term  of  ten  years  from 
May,  1870,  of  the  premises  on  the  soudi-east  comer  of  Sixth 
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a^enite  and  Forty-dght  street,  in  this  city,  and  known  as 
nmnbere  842,  844,  846  and  848  Sixth  avennb.  Upon  ai:d 
covering  the  whole  premises  is  a  fivoHstoTj  bnilding,  the  first 
story  of  which  is  occnpied  by  the  defendant  as  a  grocery 
store,  and  the  st<mes  above  are  separated  into  eleven  flats  or  suits 
1^  apartments,  intended  and  used  as  fiunily  residences,  and  is 
let  by  the  plaintiff  to  separate  and  different  families,  who  are 
aow  occupying  the  same. 

In  March,  1871,  the  plaintiff  let  to  the  defendant  the  store 
part  of  said  bnildiBg  for  a  term  of  nine  years  from  May,  1871* 

The  lease  contains  a  covenant  by  the  defendant  that  he 
wiQ  not  ^^  make  any  alterations  therein  without  the  written 
consent  of  the  party  of  the  first  part,  under  the  penalty  of 
forfeiture  and  damages." 

The  compliant  then  alleges  that  the  def^dant  has  com- 
menced, is  continuing  and  threatens  to  finish  the  construction 
of  a  large  wooden  shed, "  which  he  calls  an  awning,"  entirely 
around  said  building,  with  the  exception  of  the  door-ways 
leading  to  the  upper  part  thereo£  That  such  shed  is  being 
80  constructed  as  to  form  a  covering  from  the  building  at  the 
height  of  the  store,  extending  to  the  curbnstone  in  the  street 
on  that  portion  of  the  premises  fronting  on  Sixth  avenue  and 
on  Forty*eighth  street,  thus  entirely  intercepting  the  view  of 
the  side-walks  from  aQy  of  the  windows  of  the  building  above 
the  shed,  and  also  obstructing  a  view  of  the  streets  from 
many  of  the  windows. 

The  erection  and  continuance  of  such  shed,  the  plaintiff 
alleges,  will  greatly  injure  the  value  of  the  building  for  the 
purposes  for  which  they  are  now  used,  and  impede  and  hinder 
the  renting  thereof,  and  that  already  several  of  the  tenants 
thereof  have  declared  that  they  will  remove  therefrom  if  such 
erection  is  continued  and  completed. 

Upon  these  facts  a  preliminary  injunction  was  granted 
restraining  the  defendant  from  completing  the  shed,  with  an 
order  to  show  cause  why  the  injunction  should  not  be  made 
permanent  during  the  pendency  of  the  action. 
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Upon  the  return  of  the  order,  the  defendant,  by  his  answer, 
averred  that  the  awning  whidi  he  proposes  to  erect  is  the  kind 
of  awning  usoallj  erected  in  front  of  stores  such  as  that  oecor 
pied  by  him.  He  denied  that  such  erection  was  an  aherstion 
in  the  premises  leased  by  him.  fle  farther  denied  the  plsin* 
tiif  s  allegation  of  injury  to  the  other  parts  of  the  premisee, 
or  that  it  would  obstruct  the  yiew  or  impede  the  renting 
thereof. 

In  his  affidavit  the  defendant  averred  that  it  is  considered 
proper  to  have  wooden  awnings  in  order  to  protect  the  goodB 
in  the  store  from  the  effect  of  the  sun  in  the  summer ;  that 
the  awning  poets  are  not  hu^r  than  an  ordinary  lamp  post 
with  the  postage  box  attached,  and  do  not  obstruct  the  street 
as  much  as  such  lamp  posts ;  that  they  were  erected  wider  the 
direction  of  the  city  atUhoriiieSj  and  are  not  a  nuisance  and 
do  not  obstruct  walking  along  the  side-walks  so  much  as  the 
ordinary  lamp  posts. 

The  affidavit  of  the  carpenter  stated  that  he  was  erecting 
the  awning  in  the  usual  manner  of  constructing  wooden  awn- 
ings  in  this  dty.  That  the  only  alteration  made  w«i  in 
screwing  a  deet  along  the  front  part  of  the  building,  whidi 
can  at  any  time  be  unscrewed  He  further  stated  that  the 
awning  was  being  erected  pursuant  to  a  permit  granted  by 
the  city  and  under  the  inspection  of  a  city  inspector. 

The  permit  is  as  follows : 

180 

Awninig  (wood) — ^Permit 

Depabtmbnt  op  Pubuo  Works, 
BuBSAu  OF  Inouhbbanobs,  No.  237  Broadway. 

Nbw  Tobk,  June  7, 1878. 

Permission  is  hereby  granted  to  James  S.  Ja(^»on,  of  Nd. 
846  and  848  Bixth  avenue,  of  New  York  city,  to  erect  a  wooden 
awning  in  front  of  Ihe  premises  known  as  Nos.  846  and  818 
Sixth  avenue,  in  said  city,  according  to  law  and  ordinance^ 
vix. :  Posts  not  to  exceed  nine  inches  in  diameter.    Cross  fffil 
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D0t  to  ezoeed  seven  indieB  in  width  or  height.    Gross  rail  not 

to  exceed  four  inches  in  thickness.    Posts  to  be  placed  next 

to  and  along  the  inside  of  the  corb-stone. 

Bail  on  upper  side  not  to  be  less  than  eight  nor  more  than 

ten  feet  in  height  above  the  sidewalk.     Gross  rail  to  be 

strongly  mortised  throngh  the  upright  posts.    Said  awning 

to  remain  only  dnring  the  pleasure  of  Uie  commissioner  of 

public  works. 

GEO.  M.  VAN  NOBT, 

Commissioner  qf  PuNdc  Works. 

E.  B.  SHAFEB, 
Superintendent  qf  Incwmkrcmoee. 

B.  H.  BjjisrtLny  for  plaintiff. 
Albskt  TAAXBXwn^/or  d^endamt. 

MoKSLL,  J. — ^The  grounds  upon  which  the  plaintijS  claims 
to  bold  the  injunction  in  this  case  are,  J^^^>  ^t  the  acts  of 
the  defendant  are  in  violation  of  his  covenant ;  and,  second^ 
that  the  erection  of  die  wooden  shed  is  a  public  nuisance,  or 
at  least  a  purpresture^  injurious  to  the  private  interests  of  the 
plaintiff. 

The  covenant  alleged  to  have  been  brokoi  is  that  the 
defendant  will  not  mske  any  alteration  in  the  demised  pre- 
mises, and  it  is  claimed  that  the  erection  of  the  shed,  being 
outside  the  building,  is  not  an  alteration  in  the  building. 
But  I  think  that  too  narrow  a  construction  of  the  covenant. 
It  appears  that  the  structure  rests  upon,  and  is  secured  to  a 
deet,  fiistened  or  screwed  to  the  front  of  the  building,  running 
along  its  entire  front  and  side,  and  forming  partly  the  sup- 
port to  the  shed.  To  sustain  this  cleet  the  screws  have  neces- 
sarily been  inserted  into  the  front  of  the  building,  and  to  that 
extent,  taken  in  a  literal  s^se,  it  is  an  alteration  in  the  build- 
ing* But  I  think  ^^^n"  is  to  be  taken  as  including  upony  as 
well, so  that  the  covenant  may  read  ^^  alterations  in  or  vpon^^ 
and  cover  the  erection  which  the  defendant  has  annexed  to 
Vol.  XLVI  60 


9H  TXSW  YORK  PRACTICE  RKP0BT6. 

Trtmar  agt  JmIoob. 

it.  Such  nndoabtedly  was  the  intention  of  the  parties ;  othe^ 
wise  any  alteration  of  the  exterior  of  the  building  would  be 
no  breach,  and  the  tenant  could  remove  the  entire  fi^ent  id, 
his  Btore  and  work  aerious  injury  to  the  building  under  cUim 
that  it  was  not  an  alteration  ^^  in "  the  building. 

The  fair  conatruotion  of  the  covenant,  therefore,  is  that  the 
lessee  shall  not  make  any  alteration  of  the  premises,  so  as  in 
any  respect  to  change  them  from  the  condition  they  were  in 
when  he  made  his  covenant,  without  first  obtaining  the  con- 
sent of  his  landlord.  Such  a  covenant  is  reasonable  and 
proper.  It  is  for  the  protection  of  the  owner  against  bbj 
misuse  by  his  tenant,  and  in  aid  of  his  remedies  for  injury  to 
his  property. 

Although  I  regard  the  acts  of  the  def^idant  as  violations 
of  his  covenant,  yet  I  do  not  think  them  sofiScient  to  autho^ 
ize  the  exercise  of  die  restraining  power  of  the  court 

The  injury  to  the  plaintifi's  ri^ts  or  interests  are  not 
irreparable  or  such  as  cannot  be*  probably  satisfied  at  law. 
The  damages  for  the  breach  are,  I  think,  capable  of  being 
ascertained,  and  a  recovery  of  such  damages  at  law  would  be 
a  satisfaction,  and  would  cover  the  continuance  of  the  injoiy 
as  well  as  the  present  damage. 

But  another  remedy  at  law  is  provided.  Under  the  terms 
of  the  lease  the  lessor  has  reserved  the  ri^t  to  reenter  for 
covenants  broken,  and  may  maintain  his  action  to  recover 
possesion  of  *  the  demised  premises. 

Where  the  remedy  or  remedies  at  law  are  adequate,  a  oonrt 
of  equity  will  not  exercise  jurisdiction. 

The  plaintiff*,  however,  has  shaped  his  case  so  as  to  bring  it 
within  equity  recognition,  by  alleging  that  the  structure  is 
being  erected  by  the  defendant,  upon  one  of  the  public  streets 
of  the  dty  of  New  York,  without  lawful  authority,  and  is 
injurious  to  the  private  interests  of  the  plaintiffl 

It  was  conceded  by  the  defendant's  counsel  that  the  erection 
of  the  shed  or  awning  in  question,  if  erected  without  lawful 
authority,  would  be  a  public  nuisance;  and  if  found  to  be 
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farjnrioiiB  to  any  prhrate  rigfats,  would  be  amenable  to  the 
TCBtraining  power  of  the  coort^  at  the  snit  of  snoh  private 
puBon. 

Oonoeding  this,  the  defendant  resta  upon  the  permission 
derived  from  the  city  aathorities^  which,  nndonbtedly,  will 
justify  his  aots,  if  the  po  w^  is  vested  in  the  city  to  give  such 
permission. 

A  pnrprestnre,  or  even  a  public  nmsanee,  cannot  be  predi- 
cated of  the  exercise  of  lawifol  authority,  and  this  brings  me  to 
tiie  oonsidemtion  of  the  question  involving  the  power  of  muni- 
cipal authorities  of  this  dty,  to  allow  or  permit  the  erection 
and  continuance  of  what,  without  the  requisite  power  to  per- 
mit, would  be  a  public  nuisance. 

It  is  claimed  that  the  authority  is  derived  from  the  charter 
of  1870  (4S^.  Imm  1870,  ohap.  187),  which  provides  that  <<  the 
common  council  shall  have  power  to  make,  continue,  modify 
and  repeal  such  ordinances,  regulations  and  resolutions  as 
may  be  necessary  to  carry  into  effect  any  and  all  the  powers 
now  vested  in  or  by  this  act  conferred  upon  the  corporation 

*  *    *  and  to  make  such  ordinances    *    *    *  in  the  mat- 
ters and  for  the  purposes  following       #      #       «       *       ♦ 

10.  To  regulate  the  use  of  the  streets  and  side-walks  for 
signs,  sign  posts,  cmnmgB^  wuming  posts  and  horse  troughs." 

The  Sixth  avenue  and  Forty-eighth  street,  upon  which  these 
premises  are  situated,  were  takenby  the  city  authorities  under 
the  provisions  of  the  act  of  1818,  whidi  declares  that  the 
etty  ^  shall  become  and  be  seised  in  fee  "  of  all  such  lands  so 
tak^i  (  YalefKtm^B  Lawa  1198).  But  the  seizin  or  title  of 
the  city  is  qualified,  however,  by  the  further  provision  ^^  in 
trust,  neverihsleas.  That  the  same  be  appropriated  and  kept 
open  for  or  as  part  of  a  puUic  street,  avenue  *  ^  * 
forever,  in  like  manner  as  the  other  public  streets,  avenues 

*  *    *  in  said  dty  are  and  of  right  ought  to  be." 

In  !ne  People  agt.  Kerr  (27  iV.  T.  J?.,  188)  this  qualified 
or  restricted  fee  in  the  city  is  said  to  be  more  than  was  sup- 
posed to  be  needed  by  the  public  in  the  case  of  ordinary 
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roads.  But  the  court  saj  {p.  197)  that  ^'  the  intereet  or  etUte 
thoB  conferred  upon  die  city  is  limited  and  not  absolute,  liai- 
ited  by  the  purposes  of  the  grant,  notwithstanding  the  biod 
knguage  of  the  statute.''  Again,  *^The  grant  is  ezprenl^ 
upon  trust  for  a  public  purpose,  that  the  lands  may  be  sppro- 
priated  and  used  forever  as  public  streets.  The  tide  eo» 
ferred  upon  this  public  agent  is  wholly  for  public  purpasM, 
and  not  for  profit  or  emolument  of  die  city.  «  «  «  Xhe 
city  has  neither  the  right  nor  the  power  to  apply  any  audi 
property  to  other  dian  public  uses,  and  those  induded  wiAin 
the  objects  of  the  gnmt"  This  tmst  is  for  the  benefit  of  the 
general  public,  not  for  the  adjacent  proprietcws  alone,  nor  of 
the  inhabitants  or  citizens  of  New  York  alone;  but  of  the 
whole  people.  In  Drake  agt  Sttdson  JS.  E.  B.  Oo.  (7 
£arb.y  508)  this  limitation  of  tide  is  fully  recognized. 

The  right  to  condemn  private  property  to  public  use  is<»ie 
of  the  highest  prerogatives  of  die  sovereign  power.  It  ii 
conferred  in  aU  organic  laws,  and  is  inseparable  firom  tki 
functions  of  govonment.  But  its  exercise  is  carefully  eon* 
trolled  within  the  limits  of  a  public  necessity,  and  henee 
when  such  public  necessity  for  its  exercise  is  apparent  every- 
thing in  the  nature  of  private  interest  must  yidd  {Saiut 
pcpiUi  sfiprema  leaf). 

While,  therrfore,  the  public  necessities  may  incite  tbe 
action  of  the  sovereign  power  to  condemn  to  its  use  the  pii* 
vate  property  of  its  citizens,  it  can  only  be  done  for  the  pv- 
poses  required ;  and  when  such  purpose  ceases,  or  the  pnhlie 
necessity  no  longer  exists,  the  property  taken  may,  and  in 
some  cases  does,  revert  to  die  original  owner,  as  whers  laai 
was  taken  under  the  railroad  act  of  1848.  The  railroad  oobI' 
pany  acquired  it  only  duri$^  the  ooniinumnoe  of  the  corpon* 
tion  {Zawe  1848,  ^.  238,  §  90;  Jia/um,  agt.  JS.  Y.  OnLR 
Ji.y  24  N.  T.  R.,  658).  Whether  in  the  event  of  the  disms 
of  a  public  street  in  this  city,  which  had  been  appropriatsd 
under  the  act  of  1818,  the  land  would  revert  to  the  origiaii 
owner  or  his  assigns,  it  is  not  necessary  here  to  inquire. 
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It  is  enough)  for  the  purposes  of  this  question,  that  the  city 
holds  the  fee  4n  irvstj  and  cannot,  without  the  amplest  authority, 
cirest  its  use  or  allow  its  use  to  be  divested  from  the  exclusive 
pabUcuse. 

The  principle  which  exhibits  or  limits  the  exercise  of  the 
legislative  power  over  private  property  must  necessarily  carry 
*aa  to  the  extent  that  after  having  exercised  the  right  for  the 
purpose  and  in  the  numner  prescribed  by  the  constitution  of 
the  state,  it  cannot  afterwards  appropriate  property  thus 
taken,  either  wholly  or  in  part,  to  private  uses. 

Such  a  right  is  not  found  in  the  organic  law,  and  is  opposed 
by  its  letter  and  spirit. 

The  public  necessity  ceasing,  the  original  right  of  the 
sovereign  to  repossess  the  lands  would  cease  also,  and  the 
doctrine  of  reverter  might  well  apply.  So  long  as  the  public 
remain  in  the  exclusive  enjoyment  of  the  frandiise  or  property 
the  title  acquired  through  the  exercise  of  the  right  of  emi- 
nent domain  will,  of  couisb,  continue;  but  whenever  such 
collusive  mjoyment  is  interrupted  by  private  use,  however 
sanctioned,  the  purposes  of  the  grant  are  defeated. 

In  Drake  agt.  Hudson  £.  B.  H.  Co.  {mpra)  the  power  of 
the  corporation  over  the  streets  of  the  city  was  held  to  be 
such  that  it  could  grant  permission  to  a  railroad  company  to 
use  a  portion  of  the  streets  for  a  railroad  tnu^.  But  the 
deoifiion  rests  wholly  upon  the  ground  that  such  use  is  not 
iBeonsistent  with  the  common  or  public  right.  ^^  It  was  not," 
tiie  court  says,  ^^  incompatible  with  the  trusts  of  public  streets 
and  the  simultaneous  use  of  those  streets  by  other  carriages 
and  vehicles,  and  for  all  tiie  purposes  to  which  streets  are 
dedicated."  But  the  court  fully  sustains  the  right  of  the 
public  to  the  full  and  free  use  of  the  streets,  and  of  individuals 
whose  tenements  front  upon  them.  There  is  nothing  in  that 
ease  which  sanctions  any  use  of  the  public  streets  for  merely 
private  purposes.  Such  use  is  distinctly  repudiated  and 
denied. 

So  fiur  as  the  power  of  the  corporation  over  the  subject  is 
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enfitained  by  diat  deoinon,  it  moBt  be  r^arded  as  overruled 
by  the  two  latter  oases  of  Dams  agt.  The  Mesyor  ibe.  (14  If. 
T.  S.y  506);  and  People  BgtEerr  {Vlid.,  188).  In  thecaae 
of  Dame  it  was  held  that  the  obo  of  a  public  street  fiv  a 
railroad  woe  inoompatiUe  witfi  die  public  use ;  and  in  the 
Kerr  otLeey  althoogh  the  inconsistency  of  nse  was  denied,  die 
conrt  found  no  power  in  the  corporation  to  make  the  gnuit)' 
but  sustained  the  grant  by  the  legislature. 

It  is  claimed  that  the  power  given  by  the  charter  to  pan 
ordinances  for  the  r^ulation  of  the  use  of  tiie  side-walks  for 
awnings,  &c.,  necessarily  impliee  a  poww  to  allow  or  pe^ 
mit  the  erection  and  continuance  of  awnings  by  individiials 
for  private  purposes. 

The  difficulty  with  this  position  is  that,  even  if  it  was  cbm- 
potent  for  the  legislature  to  give  such  power,  it  is  not  given  bj 
any  express  terms,  and  being  subversive  of  a  clear  public  rigirt, 
it  cannot  and  should  not  be  implied.  It  is,  I  think,  very 
clear,  that  a  trust  created  by  law  for  a  strictly  public  purpose^ 
cannot  be  divested  from  such  purpose  and  converted  into  a 
private  use.  But  even  if  it  can  be,  at  all,  it  must  be  done  hj 
express  enactment,  and  never  can  be  inferred  from  or  as  b^g 
incidental  to  other  powers. 

In  Dame  agt  The  Mayoty  (6c.  {eupm\  the  corporation  had, 
by  resolution,  given  authority  to  the  railroad  company  to  oon- 
struct  their  railroad  in  and  upon  the  streets  of  the  city. 

That  resolution  was  passed  under  the  charter  of  1849, 
which  did  not  contain  the  words  found  ih  the  charter  of  187^. 
But  judge  Dbnio,  after  overruling  Drake  agt.  Hudeon  B. 
S.  R.  Co.y  and  holding  that  a  railroad  was  distinguished  from 
every  other  species  of  way,  says  {page  617),  that  for  sndi 
reason  ^'  the  establishment  of  such  a  road  is  not  within  die 
jurisdiction  conferred  upon  the  coiporation  over  the  roads 
and  streets  in  that  city,"  and  that,  therefore,  ^^  the  resolution: 
of  the  common  council  granting  the  right  was  without  the 
scope  of  the  powers  of  the  corporation,  and  was  wholly 
unauthorized  and  ill^^." 
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In  Hbe  People  agt  Kerr  {mpra\  the  oonrt^  \diile8ti8taining 
the  power  of  the  legislature  over  the  subject,  was  compelled 
to  adopt  the  principle  decided  in  the  Drake  case,  and  to 
limit  Uie  decision  in  the  Dame  ease  to  the  single  point  of  - 
authority  in  the  common  council  to  make  the  grant,  and  the 
court  there  held  that  because  the  use  by  a  railroad  was  not 
inconsistent  with  the  public  use,  and  further,  that  as  a  rail- 
road was,  at  least  to  some  extent,  a  puUio  use,  the  legidcuture 
might  lawfully  allow  its  construction. 

In  the  recent  case  of  EdlMkger  agt  The  Forty-eeoond 
Street^  c£a,  B.  B.  Co.  (50  N.  T.  B.,  206),  the  plaintifi  sought 
to  restrain  the  company  from  using  their  track  in  front  of 
his  premises.  In  reviewing  the  several  decisions,  the  court 
m^es  from  them  all  the  general  deduction  that  railroads 
being  for  a  pvibUo  uee  were  within  the  uses  to  which  the 
streets  may  be  devoted;  the  court  say :  ^^The  fee  being  in 
the  public,  the  legislative  authority  can  lawfully  consent  to 
voodHj^  regulate  or  enlarge  its  uses  for  the  ben^  of  the 
ptMie.^^ 

Whatever  may  be  the, conflict  of  decision  as  to  the  use  by 
a  railroad  being  inconsistent  with  the  public  use  (and  the  fol- 
lowing may  be  referred  to  as  exhibiting  such  conflict :  Drake 
agt  HudeoTk  B*  B.  B.  Oo.^  etypra;  Dcme  agt.  Mayor^ 
mn/pra;  People  ^^.  Kerry  eupra ;  Baldwin  agt.  Mat/or^  2 
Kej/eey  387, 417 ;  Oraig  agt  Booheeter^  O.  and  B.  B.  B.  Co.^ 
89  ilT.  JT.  i?.,  404),  1^  the  cases  place  their  decisions  uphold- 
ing the  legieUUwe  power  upon  the  ground  either  that  it  is  not 
an  inconsistent  use,  or  that  it  is  a  public  necessity,  and  there- 
fore a  taking  for  public  use.  Without  one  or  the  other  of 
these  elements  no  case  that  I  can  find  admits  a  power  in  the 
legislature  to  legalize  the  use  of  a  public  street  for  private 
purposes. 

In  the  case  before  me,  the  iq>propriation  of  a  part  of  one  of 
the  public  streets  of  the  city  is  for  an  exclusively  private 
purpose* 
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The  defendant  and  not  the  public  will  derive  the  benefit 
and  advantage  from  the  structure.  He  eajs  it  is  needed  to 
protect  the  goods  in  his  store  from  injury  by  the  sun,  but  it 
'does  not  appear  that  he  does  hot  intend  to  also  use  the  side- 
walk beneath  it  as  a  mart  for  the  exhibition  and  sale  of  ins 
goods,  nor  does  it  appear  that  some  other  and  less  objection- 
able kind  of  awning  might  not  be  used. 

It  cannot,  therefore,  be  claimed  that  such  use  of  the  street 
is  not  inconsistent  with  the  public  use  or  that  it  is  for  A 
public  purpose.  The  corporation,  holding  the  streets  in  tmst 
for  the  public,  have  exceeded  their  powers  in  attempting  to 
authorize  such  appropriation,  and  the  erection  and  continu- 
ance of  the  structure  complained  of  is,  in  my  judgment,  widh 
out  authority  of  law. 

Any  use  of  a  public  street  is  compatible  with  the  public 
use,  if  unauthorized  by  law,  whatever  may  be  its  degree,  is  a 
public  nuisance. 

An  appropriation  of  a  part  of  a  public  ride  by  an  individual, 
without  grant,  is  a  nuisance  {Hayt  agt.  Mayor,  <6c.^  9  Wend., 
571).  So  a  continued  encroadiment  upon  a  street,  though  for 
the  purpose  of  carrying  on  a  lawful  business,  is  unjustifiable 
{People  agt.  Ch^nninghamy  1  JDen.j  534 ;  (md  see  Moehier  agt. 
IT.  and  S.  JR.  R.  Co.,  8  Bairb.,  487;  Becker  agt.  N.  Y.  Bnl 
Bock  Co.,  18  Bow.  Pr.  R.,  549 ;  People  agt  VamderbiU,  34 
id.,  801).  In  Irvm  agt.  Wood-  (4  Rdbt.,  138)  an  opening  in  a 
side-walk  (coal  slide)  for  private  purposes  was  held  to  be  a 
nuisance. 

Any  person  who  sustains  ^private  injury  from  the  erection 
or  Continuance  of  a  public  nuisance  may  maintain  an  action. 

In  The  People  agt.  Kerr  {supra)  the  court  says  {p.  193) : 
"  Any  person  who  sufi^ers  a  private  and  peculiar  injury  from 
the  commission  of  a  public  nuisance  may  maintain  his  own 
individual  action  for  redress  or  prevention  of  the  wrong.'* 
And  in  Bams  agt.  The  Mayor,  &c.  {supra),  it  is  said  to  be 
*^  well  settled  that  when  such  an  ofiTense  occasions  or  is  likely  to 
occasion  a  special  injury  to  an  individual,  which  cannot  wdl 
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be  oompensated  in  damages,  equity  will  entertain  jurisdiction 
of  the  case  at  his  suit 

The  private  and  peculiar  injury  to  the  plaintiff  is,  I  think, 
sufficiently  manifest.  The  effect  of  the  structure  erected  by  the 
defendant  is  to  dq)rive  the  plaintiff^  in  part  at  least,  of  the 
beneficial  enjoyment  of  his  property.  And  any  unlawful 
interruption  of  or  interference  with  the  full  and  free  enjoy- 
ment of  another's  property,  by  creating  or  continuing  a  pub- 
lic nuisance,  renders  such  person  amenable  to  an  action.  It 
is  not  necessary  that  it  should  be  hurtful  to  health  or  noxious 
to  the  senses ;  if  it  interferes  with  the  comfortable  enjoyment 
of  life  or  of  property,  it  becomes  a  nuisance,  abatable  at  the 
suit  of  private  persons. 

It  has  been  urged  that  an  authority  in  the  corporation  can 
be  found  in  its  long  and  very  frequent  exercise  of  the  power 
in  different  parts  of  the  dty.  But  judicially  I  cannot  admit 
the  force  of  this.  If  the  corporation  has  not  the  power, 
the  assumption  of  it,  in  any  number  of  instances,  will  not 
create  such  power.  It  must  be  found  to  exist  outside  of  its 
own  practice  and  precedents. 

It  is  also  suggested  that  the  process  of  injunction  should  be 
withheld,  because  neither  the  owner  of  the  fee  nor  the  actual 
occupants  complain.  It  is  enough,  I  think,  that  the  plaintiff 
is  sustaining  injury  by  the  defendant's  unai^thorized  act.  He 
has  a  right  to  complain,  and  I  think  I  have  shown  that  he  is 
not  bound  to  resort  to  an  action  at  law  for  damages. 

.The  case  in  this  court,  of  Mastersan  agt.  Shorty  having  been 
decided  one  way,  on  the  motion  for  an  injunction  (3  Aib.  If. 
&,  154),  and  the  other  way  on  the  trial  of  the  action  (7  Bdbty 
341,  299),  it  creates  no  embarrassment  in  the  decision  of  this 

A  part  of  the  relief  sought  is  a  compulsory  judgment 
requiring  the  removal  of  the  structure.  Such  relief  could 
not  be  obtained  at  law. 

Hy  examination  of  the  questions  upon  this  motion  has  led 
to  the  conclusion  that  the  permission,  granted  by  the  corpora- 
VoL.  XLVI  51 
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tion  of  New  York  to  erect  tbe  shed  or  awning  npon  one  of 
the  pnblic  streets  of  the  city,  is  and  was  not  authorised  by 
law.  That  being  erected  in  snoh  place,  without  sanction  of 
law,  it  is  a  public  nuisance,  and,  as  such,  being  injurionfi  to 
the  private  interests  of  the  plaintiff,  he  is  entitled  to  a  ocm- 
tinuance  of  the  injunction. 

The  fear  expressed  by  the  defendant's  oounsd,  that  i 
decision  adverse  to  the  dedfendant  might  disturb  a  verj  laige 
number  of  similar  structures,  even  if  it  was  wdl  grounded, 
could  not  influence  the  decision  in  this  case.  But  I  do  not 
think  there  is  much  ground  for  it.  It  is  only  by  a  person 
specially  injured  that  an  action  will  lie.  Such  cases  are  and 
must  be  very  few. 

Motion  to  continue  injunction  gnmted,  with  costs. 


I 
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David  H.  Wallaob  et  al.y  respondents,  agt  Thb  Ahsbioan 

LnfKN  Thbsad  CoMPAjfT,  appellant. 

An  order  denying  a  motion  for  commission  to  take  testimony  of  a  foreign 
witness  is  appeEdable,  because  it  affects  a  substantial  right 

An  order  granting  a  commission  is  not  appealable,  because  it  cannot  aifect 
prejudicially  a  substantial  right 

APPEAL  from  order  of  Special  Term  denying  motion  for 
commission. 

E.  F.  "Bvllabd/ot  offpeUant. 
John  OooHBAN/br  respondent. 

By  the  Oonrtj  Davis,  J, — ^We  are  of  opinion  that  an 
order  denying  a  motion  for  commission  to  take  testimony  of  a 

foreign  witness  is  appealable.  Such  an  order  affects  a  sub- 
stantial right.  The  denial  of  the  application  may  prevent  the 
party  from  establishing  his  case  or  defense  by  depriving  him 
of  the  only  means  of  getting  his  evidence  before  the  oonrt 
We  have  held,  at  the  present  term,  that  an  order  granting  a 
commission  is  not  appealable,  bat  the  distinction  is  obvious. 
The  granting  of  a  commission  cannot  affect  prejudicially  a 
substantial  right,  because  no  party  can  be  said  to  have  such  a 
right  to  prevent  his  antagonist  from  obtaining,  in  the  orderly 
forms  of  law,  the  testimony  of  witnesses  whom  he  is  unable 
to  produce  personally  upon  a  trial. 

In  this  case  the  court  denied  the  motion  on  the  ground 
that  the  testimony  sought  was  irrelevant.  If  it  were  clearly 
80,  the  discretion  of  the  court  would  have  been  properly  exer- 
cised.   But  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  testimony  would  not 
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be  wholly  irreleyant.  It  might  be  important  on  the  queetioii 
of  damages,  and  its  admissibility  for  other  purposes  may 
depend  upon  circumstances  arising  in  the  course  of  the  tri/d. 
The  discretion  of  the  court  is  a  judicial  one,  and  is  liable  to 
be  reviewed. 

The  order  should  be  reversed,  with  ten  dollars  costs  of  the 
appeal  and  disbursements  therein,  and  the  order  for  commift- 
sion  granted. 

Daniels  and  Donokoe,  JJ.^  concurred. 


_fc 
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SUPREME  OOIJRT. 

FRAifroiB  MoMuLKiN  (md  Chablbs  HoyeTi  ezecntors,  &c., 

ftgt.  Silas  E.  Bates. 

In  an  action  brought  b j  plaintifb  as  execntors  to  compel  defendant  to 
complete  a  contract  to  purchase  a  house  and  lot  of  plaintilfffl,  executors 
of  the  last  will  and  testament  of  Thomas  Kerr,  deceased,  which  plain- 
tiffs agreed  to  convey  under  the  will,  supposing  in  good  faith  that  they 
had  such  power,  and  on  the  coming  in  of  the  report  of  the  referee  the 
judgment  of  the  court  was  that  the  plaintiffs  had  no  such  power  under 
the  will  to  convey: 

EMy  that  the  defendant  cannot  now  be  remunerated  for  the  improvements 
made  by  him  upon  the  premises.  He  should  have  made  his  examina- 
tion of  the  plaintiffs'  power  and  of  the  testator's  title  prior  to  such 
outlay. 

Beld,  that  the  defendant  should  be  allowed,  however,  against  the  sum  of 
$180,  found  to  be  the  rental  value  of  the  premises,  while  occupied  by 
him,  the  taxes  for  1868, 1869  and  1870  paid  by  him.  The  sum  also  of 
$500  on  account  of  the  purchase-money  and  the  interest  paid  on  the 
balance  of  the  several  amounts  of  the  purchase-money. 

As  to  the  eo$t$  properly  allowable  in  such  case,  see  Judge  Brady's  second 
opinion  of  November  1, 1878. 

l^ew  York  Special  Temiy  Decembery  1873. 

This  action  was  brought  to  compel  defendant  to  complete 
a  contract  to  purchase  a  house  and  lot  of  plaintiffs,  executors 
of  the  last  will  and  testament  of  Thomas  Kerr,  deceased, 
which  plaintiffs  agreed  to  convey  under  the  will,  they  suppos- 
ing that  they  had  such  power. 

This  action,  so  far  as  this  relief  sought  is  concerned,  has 
been  disposed  of  by  the  judgment  of  this  court  to  the  effect 
that  the  plaintiffs  have  no  power  under  the  will  to  convey. 

The  defendant  had   in  his  answer  a  counter-claim  for 
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dmnagefl  and  for  money  paid  to  the  plaintifb  under  the  oon- 
tract  on  account  of  the  purchase. 

The  daims  now  to  be  discuMed  are : 

1.  For  reut  to  be  paid  and  allowed  bj  defendant  for  the 
premiBCB ;  and,  2d.  For  money  paid  out  by  defendant  Ibr 
altering  and  repairing  the  dwelling-house  on  the  property  eo 
as  to  suit  the  wishes  of  the  defendant,  and  for  taxes  on  the 
property,  and  for  draining  some  water  in  the  hi^way  oppo- 
site the  place. 

I.  The  claims  which  defisudant  makes,  and  which  remain 
for  eonsideration  and  determination  here,  are  for  monejs 
spent  on  the  property  of  persons  not  parties  to  this  aetion 
and  not  represented  by  any  one  in  this  action,  viz.,  the  heirs 
of  Thomas  Kerr. 

The  judgment  in  this  aetion  denying  the  relief  sought  by 
the  plaintifi  denies  it  on  the  ground  that  the  trust  created  by 
the  will  is  void,  and  that  the  plaintiffs  have  no  title,  and  that 
no  one  can  convey  but  the  heirs  of  Thomas  Kerr. 

To  answer  this  objection  the  defendant  contends  that  the 
plaintifb.  must  be  adjudged  to  pay  personally,  and  not  out  (d 
the  estate  in  whose  behalf  and  int^^t  the  action  was  Inroiight 

1.  The  plaintifEs  claim  that  they  acted  in  good  faith  in 
making  this  contract  and  in  bringmg  this  action. 

The  defendant  does  not  set  up  any  fraud  or  pretend  that 
the  plaintiffs  acted  in  bad  faith,  lliey  did  what  they  sq>- 
posed  to  be  their  duty  as  trustees,  and  what  they  honestly 
supposed  and  were  advised  they  had  a  legal  right  to  do ;  no 
case  or  precedent  can  be  found  to  authorize  a  judgment  thst 
they  peiBonally  shall  pay  this  money. 

2.  If  the  plaintiffs  were  acting  in  their  own  right  and  not 
as  executors,  the  defendant  could  only  recover  back  the  con- 
sideration money  paid,  but  could  not  recover  expense! 
incurred  in  making  improvements,  wheth^  of  a  permanent 
or  a  temporary  nature  {Peters  agt.  McKeon  4  Ihnio,  56&, 
(ysproved  in  Conger  agt.  Wea/oePj  20  If.  7*.,  145). 
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In  Cbnger  agt  Weofd&r  it  was  held  that  only  naminsl 
damages  can  be  reoovered  in  oases  like  this. 

Saeh  improvements  are  never  allowed  when  the  person 
making  them  had  an  equitable  title,  and  the  legal  title  is  in 
•  another  where  there  has  been  neither  fraud  or  aoquiesoence 
on  the  part  of  the  latter,  after  he  had  knowledge  of  his  l^al 
r^bts  {jPutnam  agt  JSUehie^  9  Paige^  890^  ajiprcmd  m  CHlr 
hert  agt  PeidUr,  88  N.  Y.,  170). 

^The  defendant  should  have  looked  into  the  title  and 
ascertained  Aether  it  was  likely  to  prove  satisfactory,  before 
he  took  possession  "  and  made  the  expenditure  thereon  (Pefera 
agt  McKean  4  Demoy  550). 

In  thk  case  {Peters  agt.  MoKeofi)^  the  court  held  that  there 
is  no  reason  for  the  allowance  of  payment  for  theae  imiax>v&- 
ments  {Baldwin  agt.  Munn,  2  Wend  399). 

The  case  dted  by  the  defendant,  from  24  Barb.j  100 
{Brinkerhqf  agt.  Phdp9\  was  placed  upon  the  grounds  that 
the  vendor  knew  he  had  no  title,  or  of  a  dishonest  refusal  to 
emivey  because  a  bettw  price  could  be  obtained  from  another 
purchaser  {Conger  agt.  Wea^)er^  20  It.  T.y  at  page  146). 

The  other  oases  cited  by  defendant,  in  9  Petere  and  in 
1  Story  Circuit  JSeportSy  are  entirely  dissimilar  to  this  case. 

8.  The  owners  oS  this  property  are,  as  the  case  now  stands 
here,  the  heirs  of  Thomas  Kerr,  and  not  represented  here ; 
neiiher  tiiey  nor  their  property  can  be  touched  in  this  action 
^  by  any  judgment  herein. 

n.  The  claim  for  rent  to  be  allowed  to  plaintifis  out  of  the 
moneys  which  the  defendant  paid  on  account  of  the  oontraot, 
amounts,  at  thirty  dollars  per  month,  for  four  years,  to 
11,440. 

The  defendant  has  had  possession  of  the  property  during 
the  whole  time,  and  actually  occupied  it  as  a  residence  for 
ov€r  six  months  of  the  year  1868,  and  has  had  charge  of  it 
anee  he  ceased  to  occupy  it  as  a  residence,  endeavoring  to  sell 
orrentit  Thepropertyhasbeenoutof  our  possession  all  this 
time. 
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The  defendant  has  had  the  sole  nse  and  benefit  of  it. 

The  plaintifib  should  be  allowed  the  whole  rent. 

In  OUbeH  agt.  Peieller  (38  JT.  F.,  171),  the  expenses 
were  incarred  ^'  in  exact  accordance  with  the  requirements 
npon  which  the  plaintiffs  insisted,  and  which  he  provided  fcnr 
in  the  c6ntract"  {Conger  agt.   Wewoer^  20  N.  n,  140). 

Only  nominal  damages  can  be  recovered  for  £uliire  by 
vendor  to  perform  where  contract  is  made  without  firaud,  bj 
reason  of  his  inability  to  make  a  good  title.  jBcUdwin  agt 
Itunn  (2  Wend^  899)  holds  that  the  vendor  cannot  recover 
expenses  removing  to  or  improving  the  land;  cited  aad 
approved  in  Conger  agt.  We<wer. 

In  Putnam  agt.  BUckie  (6  Pwige^  890),  the  chancellor 
reftised  to  make  an  allowance  for  improvements  in  good  fiuth, 
where  the  title  turned  out  to  be  void. 

Geo.  S.  Sttpt,  aUomeyfor  plaintiffe. 

Bbadt,  J. — The  defendant  in  this  action,  relying  upon  the 
ability  of  the  plaintiffs  to  give  him  a  legal  title  after  the  con- 
tract of  sale  and  purchase,  made  improvements  upon  the  pre- 
mises whidi  involved  a  large  outlay.  He  was  under  no 
obligation  by  his  contract  to  do  it,  and  it  was  done,  theref(tfe, 
for  his  own  benefit  and  advantage.  The  plaintiffi  were  not 
chargeable  with  bad  faith  or  fraud.  There  is  nothing  shown 
which  warrants  the  belief  that  they  knew  tJiat  they  had  no 
right  to  convey,  and  they  did  not  r^use  to  do  so.  On  the 
contrary,  they  were  anxious  to  complete  the  contract,  but  the 
defendant  refused,  alleging  as  a  reason  that  they  could  not, 
under  the  will  which  made  them  executors  and  trusteee, 
convey  a  good  title.  In  this  he  was  right.  His  expenditures 
were  premature,  however.  He  should  have  made  his  exami- 
nation of  the  plainti£b'  power  and  of  the  testator's  title  prior 
to  such  outlays  as  he  made,  and  in  that  way  protected  himself 
against  loss.  He  cannot  now  be  remunerated  for  the  improve- 
ments made.    The  laws  of  this  state,  as  expounded  on  tbU; 
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subject,  are  adyerse  to  his  right  thereto.  Damagee  in  such  a 
case  as  this  to  the  vendee,  where  the'  contract  of  sale  was 
made  in  good  faith  and  withont  fraud,  and  where  there  was 
DO  refusal  to  perform,  cannot  be  recovered.  The  roles  of  the 
eivil  law  to  the  contrary  do  not  prevail  in  this  state  {PtUnam 
^gt.Bitohiey  6  Padge^  890;  Conger  agt  Weaver^^  If.  T.B.y 
140 ;  Gilbert  agt.  FeteUer^  88  id.,  165).  The  defendant  should 
be  allowed,  however,  against  the  sum  of  $180,  found  to  be  the 
rental  value  of  the  premises  while  occupied  by  him,  the  taxes  for 
1868, 1869  and  1870  paid  by  him.  The  sum  also  of  $500  paid 
on  account  of  the  purchase-money  and  the  interest  paid  on  the 
balance  of  the  purchase-money,  the  several  amounts  of  which 
are  set  fOTth  in  the  schedule  annexed  to  the  referee's  report. 
The  order  to  be  entered  herein  on  the  referee's  report,  there- 
fore, must  conform  to  these  views.  Whatever  conclusions  I 
might  adopt  were  the  question  new,  I  consider  myself 
advised  and  therefore  controlled  by  the  authorities  cited,  and 
the  cases  in  them  considered  and  approved. 
Ordered  accordingly. 

Brabt,  J. — The  proceeding  before  the  referee  was  not  a 
tritil  within  the  provisions  of  the  Code  {Taaks  agt.  Schmidty 
21  Haw.  340 ;  Rcmdolph  agt.  Foster ,  4  Alh.  262).  The  trial 
fee  allowed  was,  therefore,  not  taxable. 

The  allowance  of  sixty  dollars  may  stand.  This  is  not  an 
action  for  an  adjudication  upon  a  will  or  instrument  in 
writing.  The  contract  of  sale  was  not  in  dispute  in  any 
respect,  and  the  question  presented,  upon  examination  of  the 
will,  which  was  part  of  the  plaintiff's  case,  was  incidentally 
raised  and  disposed  of.  The  plaintiffs  claimed  that  under  it 
Aey  had  the  power  to  sell  and  convey,  which  the  defendant 
denied.  The  action  being  one  for  specific  performance,  it 
became  necessary  for  the  plaintifb  to  establish  their  right  to 
convey,  and,  for  that  pui'pose,  they  produced  and  relied  upon 
the  wilL  It  was  thus  introduced  as  evidence  and  considered 
in  that  relation.  If  the  action  were  one  to  obtain  an  adjudi- 
VoL.  XLVL  52 
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cation  upon  %  will,  or  was  one  of  the  actions  named  in  eeo- 
tion  808,  the  defendant  conld  not  be  allowed  costs,  as  I 
understand  the  decision  in  Dawning  agL  Marshall  (37  If.  Y. 
Ilep.y  880).  This  is  not  one  of  those  actions.  It  is  for 
specific  performance,  and  is  a  difficult  case  in  which  a  defense 
was  interposed.  This  brings  it  within  section  309  (See 
Segvme  agt.  Segwns  8  Ahb^  Hf.  8.  M2). 
Ordered  in  acciH'danoe  vrith  these  views. ' 
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EuGBNB  Ejellt  and  Joseph  A.  Dohohub  agt  George  N. 

Febguboh. 

AmriteninstmmentwhiclLrMdsaBfoIlo^  ia^insabstance,  apromiasoiy 
note,  to  wit : 

"$12,000.  **  San  Francisco,  FOruarif  2, 18d5. 

''On  denumd,  at  8  o'clock  ^.  it  of  that  day  (no  grace),  for  value  receiyed 
In  l^gal  tender  notes  issued  by  the  gorenunent  of  the  United^taftes,  I, 
Ctoorge  N.  Feigoson,  promise  to  pay  Alexander  QamUe,  or  orders 
$12,000,  with  interest  from  date  at  the  rate  of  two  per  cent  per  month 
imtU  paid,  payable  monthly;  both  principal  and  interest  payable  in  the 
legal  tender  notes  issued  by  the  goyemment  of  the  United  States. 
[U.  8.  Int  Rev.  Stamp.]  G.  N.  FBRGUSON.»* 

This  instrument  was  executed  and  delivered  by  QeoigeN.  Ferguson  to 
Alexander  Gamble,  as  collateral  security  for  the  due  performance  by 
Ferguson  of  his  part  of  an  agreement,  by  which  it  had  been  agreed  that 
Ckunble  was  to  loan  Ferguson  $6,000  hi  gold,  and  the  latter  was  to  go  to 
<he  dly  of  New  Toik  and  establish  himself  in  the  ttvoiy  business  in 
the  city  of  New  Toric,  Ac.,  which  agreement  seems  to  have  been 
satisfiM^torily  carried  out 

On  the  1st  day  of  October,  18M,  Gamble  borrowed  trcm  plaintiff's  bank- 
ing-house at  San  Francisco  the  sum  of  $5,000  in  gold,  for  which  he 
gave  his  own  note,  with  that  of  said  Feiguson,  Indorsed  by  him  (said 
Gamble)  as  collateral  security. 

Bdd,  that  the  instrument  sued  on  was  a  promissory  note,  and  that,  as  such, 
it  was  negotiable  and  transferable  by  indorsement  Also  heid,  that  the 
plainti£b  were  not  to  be  regarded  as  having  any  better  rights  on  this  paper 
than  the  payee,  because  they  took  it  after  maturity  and  as  collateral 
security  merely  for  a  prior  indebtedness,  and,  therefor^  took  it  subject 
to  ttie  same  defenses  which  defendant  might  have  set  up  sgainst  Gamble, 
if  ttie  action  had  been  brought  by  him. 

Bat  the  uncontradicted  testimony  of  the  defendant  showed  tiiat  Gamble 
himsdf  had  taken  tlie  note  as  collateral  security  merely,  for  the  repay- 
ment of  a  loan.  This  was  competent,  and  received  wtthout  objection. 
Any  instnunent,  altiu>ugh  absolute  on  its  face,  may  be  shown,  by  parol, 
to  be  a  security  only.    The  plaintifb,  therc^re,  could  not  rightfully 
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recover  anything  beyond  the  extent  of  Ckunble^s  interest,  which  amounted 
to  the  sum  of  $6,000  in  gold,  and  interest 
For  this  and  other  errors,  new  trial  ordered. 

At  Special  Term^  F^bruofry^  1873. 
Motion  for  a  new  trial  on  a  case. 

The  action  i^  brought  by  plaiotifb  as  indorsers  of  a  written 
instrament,  reading  as  follows : 

"  $12,000.  «  San  Fbanoiboo,  February  2, 1865. 

^^  On  demand,  at  8  o'clqpk  p.  m.  of  that  day  (no  grace),  for 
value  received  in  legal  tender  notes  isBued  by  the  government 
of  the  United  States,  I,  George  If.  Ferguson,  promise  to  pay 
Alexander  Gamble,  or  order,  $12,000,  with  interest  from 
date  at  the  rate  of  two  per  cent  per  month  until  paid,  paya- 
ble monthly ;  both  principal  and  interest  payable  in  the  legal 

tender  notes  Issued  by  the  government  of  the  United  States. 
[U.  8.  Int  Rev.  Stamp.] 

G.  N.  FEKGUSON." 

This  instrument  was  executed  and  delivered  by  George  N. 
Ferguson  to  Alexander  Gamble  as  collateral  security  for  the 
due  performance  by  Ferguson  of  his  part  of  an  agreement, 
by  which  it  had  been  agreed  that  Gamble  was  to  loan  Fergn- 
son  $6,000  in  gold,  and  that  Ferguson  was  to  go  to  Kew 
York  and  establish  himself  in  the  livery  business  there,  and 
Gktmble  was  to  come  on  shortly  afterwards,  no  particular  time 
being  stated,  and  if  he  wanted  an  interest  in  the  busineeB  he 
was  to  have  it. 

Under  this  agreement  Gamble  did  loan  $6,000  in  gold  to 
Ferguson,  and  the  latter  did  go  to  New  York  and  establidied 
himself  in  the  livery  business  in  that  city ;  but  Gkunble  did 
not  come  on. 

On  the  1st  day  of  October,  1866,  Gamble  borrowed  fiwm 
plaintiff's  banking  house,  at  San  Francisoo,  the  sum  of 
$5,000  in  gold,  for  which  he  gave  his  own  note,  with  that  of 
said  Ferguson,  indorsed  by  him  (said  Gamble)  as  coUdteral 
security. 
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The  nncontradicted  testimony  of  Gamble,  taken  by  com- 
mission, also  showed  that  Ferguson's  note  was  made  payable 
in  legal  tender  notes  for  the  reason  that  said  Ferguson  intend- 
ed, at  that  time,  to  go  to  New  York  city,  where  legal  tender 
notes  were  in  general  circulation ;  but  that  it  was  not  for  the 
reason  that  it  was  agreed  that  it  should  be  paid  in  New 
York;  that  no  such  an  agreement  or  understanding  ever 
existed  between  them. 

Upon  the  trial,  defendant's  counsel  read  in  evidence  the 
acts  of  congress  authorizing  the  issue  of  United  States  notes, 
viz. :  Act  of  June  30, 1864  (13  8ta;t.  at  La/rge^  page  218) ;  act 
of  February  25, 1862  (12  Stai^.  at  ZargCj  page  345) ;  act  of 
July  11, 1862  (12  Stat,  at  La/rge^  page  532) ;  act  of  March 
8, 1863  (12  Stoit.  at  Large^page  709) ;  and  then  proved  the 
different  issues  of  the  six  per  cent  compound  interest  notes, 
issued  under  the  act  of  June  30,  1864,  to  the  extent  of 
$248,000,000,  and  that  these  notes  were  not  generally  circu- 
lated as  money  at  any  time,  within  two  or  three  months  after 
their  issue,  but  that  they  were  bought  and  sold  in  the  market 
after  that  time.  Defendant's  counsel  also  called  attention  to 
the  fact  that  there  were  two  descriptions  of  legal  tender  notes 
o£  the  United  States;  that  those  issued  under  the  act  of 
1864  were  not  declared  to  be  money,  ^Qe  those  issued  under 
the  other  acts  were  expressly  declared  to  be  ^^  lawM  money  of 
the  United  States." 

A  question  also  arose  as  to  alterations  of  defendant's  note 
after  delivery. 

Both  parties  having  rested,  defendant's  counsel  moved  for 
a  dismissal  of  the  complaint  on  the  ground  that  the  instru- 
ment sued, on  was  not  a  promissory  note,  and,  therefore, 
not  negotiable  and  not  transferable  by  indorsement,  and  that 
tiie  plaintifb  had  not  obtained  any  title  to  it  that  would 
maintain  the  action. 

The  court  denied  the  motion  and  defendant's  counsel 
excepted. 

Defendant's  counsel  thereupon  presented  a  number  of 
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requests  to  cbarge,  upon  which  the  court  pafised  Mr£a<»^  Bat 
finally,  the  court  determined  to  instruct  the  jury  to  find  « 
special  verdict  upon  the  question  as  to  whether  the  erasures 
in  the  note  had  or  had  not  been  made  before  its  execudoa, 
and  reused  to  submit  any  other  question  to  the  jury. 

The  cause  having  been  summed  up  on  this  single  pcHot, 
the  jury  returned  a  verdict  that  the  erasures  in  the  note  were 
made  before  it  was  signed,  and,  thereupon,  after  the  renditiaa 
of  such  verdict,  the  court  directed  a  general  verdict  for  tlie 
plainti£&  for  $32,000,  the  full  amount  claimed. 

The  deik  then  made  the  following  entry  in  the  minateg: 

^^  The  jury  find  that  the  erasures  were  made  before  the  note 
was  signed,  and,  thereupon,  the  judge  directs  a  verdict  for 
plainti£b  for  $82,000,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  court  lA 
general  term." 

The  jury  were,  thereupon,  discharged,  and  on  the  follow 
ing  day  a  motion  was  made  by  plaintiffs  counsel  to  correct 
the  minutes,  as  entered  by  the  derk,  by  stiking  out  thBrAim 
the  words  ^^  subject  to  tiie  opinion  of  the  court  at  genenl 
term.*' 

Defendant's  counsel  appeared  and  opposed  the  motion,  on 
the  ground  that  the  jury  had  been^disdiarged,  and  that  die 
court  had  no  power  to  alter  the  verdict. 

The  court  granted  the  motion,  and  defi^dant's  eonosel 
excepted. 

Thomas  L.  Snbed,  attorney  far  jsiaifU^. 

Jaxxb  Olabk,  <f  cownsd. 

STAJVLinr,  Bbowv  &  Olask,  oUameyMfcr  dsfa^dani. 

Edwabds  Pibsbbpoht,  of  oounsd. 

Fbbedkak,  J. — ^Defendant's  request,  for  permission  to  go 
to  the  jury  upon  the  question  whether  it  was  agreed  between 
the  d^endant  and  Mr.  Gamble  that  the  kistrument  in  suit 
should  be  paid  in  New  York  city,  was  properly  denied,  for 
the  reason  that  the  court  was  not  bound  to  submit  this  qoes- 
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tion  to  the  jury  in  the  fik^  of  Qamble's  nnoontradioted  and 
tuunipeached  denial  of  »D7  each  agreeinent.  And  the  jury 
^hiring  found,  by  their  gpeoial  rerdiot)  that  the  erasures  in 
Ae  note  were  made  before  its  execution,  the  main  question 
now  before  me,  and  relating  to  the  merits,  is  as  to  the  correct- 
ness <^  the  direction  of  a  verdict  for  the  full  amount  claimed 
byplaintifb.  The  learned  judge  who  presided  at  the  trial 
had  preriously,  and  I  think  correctly,  held  that  the  instru- 
laent  sued  on  was  a  promis8(»y  note,  «id  that  as  such  it  was 
negotiable  and  transferabb  by  indorsement  He  had  also 
hald,  and  I  again  agree  with  him,  that  the  plaintiffi  were  not 
to  be  regarded  as  having  any  better  rights  on  the  paper  than 
the  payee,  because  they  took  it  after  maturi^  and  as  collateral 
security  merely  for  a  prior  indebtedness,  and,  therefore,  took 
it  subject  to  the  same  defenses  which  defendant  might  have 
set  up  against  Gamble,  if  the  action  had  been  brought  by 
him.  But  he  seems  to  have  overlooked  the  fact  that  the 
unoonl^icted  testimony  of  the  defendant  showed  that  Gam- 
ble himself  had  taken  the  note  as  collateral  security  merely 
for  the  repayment  of  a  loan.  This  evidence  was  not  only 
competent,  but  was  received  without  objection.  Any  instru- 
ment, although  absolute  on  its  face,  may  be  shown  by 
parol  to  be  a  security  only  ( Van  PeU  agt  Otter ^  2  Sweeny ^ 
202,  a/nd  casee  there  cUed.)  This  being  so,  plaintifEs  could  not 
rightfully  recover  anything  beyond  the  extent  of  Ghtmble's 
interest,  which  amounted  to  the  sum  of  $6,000  in  gold  and  inte- 
rest ;  and  under  the  decisions  of  the  United  States  supreme  court 
in  JBroMon  agt  JSodes  (7  WaU.y  229),  BuUer  agt.  Horwitz  (7 
id.,  258),  cmd  TnAUoock  agt.  WiUan  (12  id.y  687),  and  the 
decision  of  this  court  in  Qy^i/nn  agt  IZoyd  (1  Sweeny,  258), 
the  verdict,  as  the  case  then  stood,  should  have  been  directed 
for  that  amount  only,  payable  in  gold  coin,  with  interest 
thereon,  at  the  rate  specified  in  the  note,  also  payable  in  gold. 
A  modification  of  the  verdict  to  that  exent  might  possibly, 
even  now,  be  ordered  as  a  condition  for  refusing  a  new  trial, 
were  it  not  that  up  to  this  time  defendant's  statement,  that 
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the  note  represents  merely  a  collateral  secarify  for  the  repay- 
ment of  a  loan  of  $6,000  in  gold,  is  the  ordy  evidence  b^ore 
the  court  as  to  the  said  note  being  something  different  from 
what,  upon  its  £EUse,  it  purports  to  be ;  that  such  evidenoe 
was  given  at  a  time  when  plaintifb  were  unprepared  to  meet 
it,  and  that  it  is  capable  of  being  o(Hitradicted  by  Ghtmble  on 
another  triaL 

This  being  so,  and  the  irregularities  in  the  submission  of 
the  case  to  the  jury  being  also  of  sufficient  weight  to  call  for 
a  new  trial,  plaintiff's  exceptions  must  be  sustained,  and  & 
new  trial  ordered,  with  costs  to  defendant  to  abide  the  event 
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N.  T.  SUPERIOR  COURT. 

KtiTzabeth   Dubenbcbt    6t  d.    af^  Benjamin   Lehmnibb 

et  al. 

In  an  action  to  set  aside  a  mortgage  sale  upon  the  ground  of  fraud  in  the 
manner  of  making  the  sale,  a  demurrer  to  the  complaint,  interposed  upon 
the  ground  that  the  complaint  contains  no  all^^tion  that  the  plaintifb 
tendered  back  the  monej  realized  upon  the  foreclosure  sale,  cannot 
be  sustained. 

Special  Temhy  Februoflry^  1873. 

Yan  Bbunt,  J, — This  is  an  action  to  set  aside  a  mortgage 
sale  npon  the  ground  of  fraud  in  the  manner  of  making  the* 
sale. 

A  demurrer  to  the  complaint  has  been  interposed,  based 
upon  the  ground  that  the  complaint  contains  no  allegation 
that  the  plaintifEs  tendered  back  the  money  realized  upon  the 
foreclosure  sale. 

The  complaint  contains  an  offer,  upon  the  part  of  the 
plaintiffs,  to  return  all  the  money  realized  upon  the  sale,  with 
interest. 

The  defendants,  in  support  of  the  demurrer,  have  cited 
numerous  cases  to  show  that,  before  an  action  can  be  main- 
tained to  rescind  a  contract,  it  is  necessary  that  the  plain- 
tiffs should  return,  or  offer  to  return,  all  that  has  been 
received  under  the  contract. 

ITpon  an  examination  being  made  of  those  cases,  it  will  be 
found  that  they  are  all  actions  at  law  brought  as  though  the 
contract  had  been  rescinded,  and  they  all  say  that  a  party 
cannot  proceed  as  though  the  contract  has  been  rescinded 
until  he  has  returned,  or  offered  to  return,  all  that  has  been 
Vol.  XLVL  58 


418  NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTa 

Dnsenboiy  agt  Lehmnier. 

received  ander  the  contract,  and  that  that  tender  must  be 
kept  good  at  the  triaL 

It  is  necessary  that  snch  a  rule  should  be  adopted  in  actions 
at  law,  because,  otherwise,  the  party  suing  could  retain  all 
that  he  had  received  under  the  contract,  and  recover  9S 
though  the  contract  had  never  existed,  and  the  court  wonld 
be  powerless  to  compel,  by  its  judgment,  restitution. 

But  in  an  action  in  equity  the  rule  is  very  different.  The 
court  has  full  power  to  compel  all  parties  to  do  equity,  and 
can,  by  its  judgment  or  decree,  protect  the  rights  of  alL 

It  is  urged,  in  support  of  the  demurrer,  that  the  plaintiffs 
have  not  been  able  to  show  any  authority  to  support  the 
position  which  they  seek  to  maintain.  ^  This  may  be  because 
the  principle  has  been  considered  so  well  settled  that  no  one 
has  ever  before  raised  the  question;  and  that  this  is  the  trne 
reason  why  such  authorities  cannot  be  found,  is  evid^ioed  by 
the  fact  that,  although  the  defendants  have  cited  many  authori- 
ties to  show  that  tender  must  be  made  before  suit  brongKt, 
they  are  all  cases,  as  I  have  before  said,  of  actions  at  law,  and 
they  have  been  entirely  unable  to  find  a  single  case  in  equity 
where  any  such  principle  has  ever  been  hinted  at,  much  less 
decided. 

The  demurrer  must  be  overruled,  with  costs.  Defendants 
to  be  at  liberty  to  withdraw  demurrer  and  answer  in  twenty 
days. 
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N.  T.  SUPERIOR  COURT,  V 

Tal<x«t  agt.  Bbld«o. 

A  defendant  is  not  estopped  by  the  execution  and  deliveiy  of  an  undertaking 
to  the  sheriff  from  showing  the  true  amount  and  value  of  the  goods 
taken  by  the  sheriff,  and  redelivered  to  him. 

Nor  can  the  plaintiff's  aflldayit,  nor  the  recitals  in  the  undertaking  be 
used  as  showing  the  true  amount  and  value  of  the  goods,  where  the 
allegations  in  these  papers  are  too  indefinite  and  uncertain  to  justify  a 
verdict  for  any  precise  sum  or  quantity  of  articles,  &c, 

Sxecutions  in  these  cases  must  clearly  describe  the  property  of  which 
possession  is  to  be  delivered. 

An  undertaking  given  in  these  proceedings  is  not  required  to  be  sealed 
and  is  not  a  deed,  nor  does  it  form  any  part  of  the  record  in  the  action ; 
it  is  collateral    As  an  estoppd  in  pais  it  is  inoperative. 

Where  the  defendant  is  lawfully  in  possession  of  goods  under  an  assign- 
ment made  to  him  for  the  benefit  of  creditors,  a  demand^  by  the  plidn- 
tiff,  of  the  property  before  suit  brought  is  necessary. 

Appeal  from  jadgment  at  special  term. 

General  Termj  December ^  1873. 

Befcre  Baeboub,  CK  c/*.,  Monbll  and  Van  Vobst,  JJ. 

Van  Vobst,  J. — The  defendant  was  not  estopped  by  the 
execution  and  delivery  of  the  nndertaking  to  the  sheriff  from 
showing  the  true  amount  and  value  of  the  goods  taken  by 
the  sheriff  and  redelivered  to  him.  In  fact,  I  think  it  was 
incumbent  upon  the  plaintiff  before  resting  his  case  to  have 
given  affirmative  evidence  of  the  facts,  and  that  neither  the 
plaintiff's  affidavit  nor  the  recitals  in  the  undertaking  were 
sufficient  for  the  purpose  of  showing  the  actual  value,  or  pro- 
perly identifying  the  goods  as  to  quantity. 

The  all^ations  in  these  papers,  if  admissible,  were  too 
indefinite  and  uncertain  to  justify  a  verdict  for  any  precise 
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8am  as  the  valae,  or  any  correct  estimate  of  the  number  of 
articles  in  the  defendant's  possession.  So  much  so  that  it 
would  be  difScnltto  enforce,  by  execution,  a  judgment  estab- 
lishing the  right  of  property  and  possession  to  specific  per- 
sonal chattels.  This  action  is,  to  some  extent,  of  the  nature 
of  a  proceeding  in  rem. 

The  execution  in  cases  ^of  this  character  must  particularly 
describe  the  property  of  which  possession  is  to  be  delivered. 
"  Two  hundred  dozen  shirts  and  drawers,  or  thereabonts,  forty 
dozen  jackets,  more  or  less,"  is  not  snch  a  particnlar  descrip 
tion  as  the  law  requires  {Code  §  289,  *mJ.»4).  In  De  WiU 
agt.  Morris  (18  Wend.^  497),  the  goods  and  chattels  were 
described  as  about  400  tons  of  iron  ore.  The  court  held  the 
writ  defective  in  not  being  more  specific  as  to  quantity,  and 
that  the  sheriJS  could  have  refused  to  execute  the  writ. 

The  learned  judge,  by  his  rulings  and  in  his  charge  to  the 
jury,  held  that  the  defendant  was  bound  by  the  recitals  in  the 
undertaking,  and  was  not  at  liberty  to  question  the  quantity 
of  goods  taken  by  the  sheriff  or  redelivered  to  him. 

!Now,  in  order  to  properly  construe  the  recitals  in  the 
undertaking,  they  must  be  read  in  connection  with  the  plain- 
tiff's affidavit  to  which  it  refers,  and  its  statements  in  re^>eet 
to  the  goods,  of  which  delivery  was  sought,  are  uncertain  as 
to  quantity  and  inconclusive  as  to  value. 

Its  want  of  certainty  defeats  the  recital  in  the  undertaking 
from  operating  as  an  absolute  estc^pel,  and,  it  being  clearfy 
the  plaintiff's  statement,  and  not  the  defendants^  except 
by  a  qualified  and  enforced  adoption  with  its  uncertainties, 
the  defendant  should  not  be  concluded  from  showing  the  true 
quantity. 

Besides,  the  rules  with  r^ard  to  estoppel  by  deed  do  not 
apply.  An  xmdertaking  given  iuthis  proceeding  is  not 
required  to^be  sealed  and  is  not  a  deed,  nor  does  it  form  any 
part  of  the  record  in  the  action ;  it  is  collateraL  As  an 
estoppel  in  pais  it  is  inoperative.  •  It  is  not  reciproc^  for  the 
plaintiff,  notwithstanding  his  allegation  of  value,  founded 
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upon  information  and  belief,  coald,  without  doubt,  prove  on 
the  trial  that  the  goods  were  of  greater  value,  and,  if  neceo- 
flary,  have  his  complaint  amended  for  the  purpose,  and,  as  the 
plaintiff's  rights  were  secured  by  the  seizure  through  the 
ah^ff  before  the  undertaking  was  given,  he  is  not  injured 
but  rather  aided.  The  giving  of  the  undertaking  was  not 
designed  to  influence  the  plaintiff  to  omit  any  effort  or  relax 
his  remedy ;  he  has  proceeded  as  far  as  he  could  in  the  direc- 
tion of  seizure,  and  the  undertaking  of  the  defendant,  with 
sureties,  was  substituted  in  the  place  of  the  property  actually 
taken.  The  giving  of  the  undertaking  by  the  defendant 
should  not  have  the  effect  to  enlarge  the  advantage  secured 
by  the  plaintiff  by  his  seizure  of  the  property.  The  doctrine 
of  estoppel  has  been  guarded  with  strictness,  because  it 
may  exclude  the  truth.  In  addition,  I  think  the  objection 
taken  by  the  defendant  on  the  trial,  that  no  demand  has  been 
made  of  the  defendant  before  suit  brought  is  fetal  to  plain-, 
tiff's  action.  No  demand  was  averred  in  the  complaint  or 
proved  on  the  trial. 

The  defendant  was  lawfully  in  possession  of  the  goods, 
under  the  assignment  made  to  him  by  Brouner  &  Co.,  the 
vendees  of  the  plaintiff.  It  is  true  that  the  assignment  was 
for  the  benefit  of  creditors,  but  it  was  such  a  disposition  of 
property  as  the  assignors  could  lawfully  make.  -Although 
they  had  defrauded  the  plaintiff,  yet,  until  the  sale  was 
rescinded  by  the  vendors,  or  steps  taken  for  the  purpose,  the 
vendees  could  lawfully  dispose  of  the  property  for  a  valuable 
consideration  to  a  bona  fide  purchaser,  or  make  othel*  legal 
disposition  of  the  same.  There  is  no  pretense  that  the 
defendant  was  at  all  implicated  in,  or  has  any  notice  of  the 
assignor's  fraud.  Being  lawfully  in  possession  of  the  pro- 
perty at  the  time  of  the  assignment,  the  defendant  was 
justifi^  in  an  honest  belief  that  the  assignor  had  a  right  to 
sell  the  same,  or  dispose  of  it  by  assignment  for  the  payment 
of  debts. 

Being  lawfully  in  possession  of  the  property,  delivered  in 
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pursuaaoe  of  the  aBsignment,  the  defendant  could  not  be 
placed  in  a  position  in  which  it  could  be  truly  alleged  of  him 
that  he  '^  wrongfully  detained"  the  same  from  the  plaintifii 
until  a  demand  had  been  made  upon  him  and  he  had  refused; 
such  demand  and  refusal  would  constitute  a  possession,  other- 
wise lawful,  unlawful,  and  render  defendant  liable  to  an 
action  for  "wrongful  detention"  (Jesaitp  agt.  Miller j  1 
ITeyeSy  321). 

In  Sluyter  agt  WiUiomSy  in  this  court  (1  Sweeny^  215), 
it  was  held  that,  where  goods  were  claimed  to  be  "  wrongfuUy 
detained,"  but  which  had  lawfully  come  into  defendant's 
possession,  a  prior  demand  and  refusal  must  be  proved  to 
sustain  the  action. 

Pierce  agt.  Van  Dyke  (6  HUl  613),  approving  Barrett  agt. 
Warren  {9Upra)y  whilst  holding  that  replevin  in  the  "  detinet " 
as  well  as  ^^cepit^^  will  lie  for  a  wrongful  taking  without 
previous  demand,  also  substantially  decides  that  if  the  defend- 
dant,  an  attomey-at-law,  had  proven  on  the  trial  that  he  had 
received  the  note,  the  subject  of  the  action,  for  a  lawful  pur- 
pose, that  is  for  collection,  although  the  one  from  whom  he 
received  it  had  tortiously  taken  it,  plaintiff  could  not  have 
recovered  without  showing  a  previous  demand. 

In  Storms  agt.  Hyde  (32  Barb.y  181),  it  was  stated  by  the 
court,  E.  Dabwin  Smtth,  J.,  as  a  proposition  universally  true, 
that  no  man  can  be  subjected  to  an  action  in  respect  to  per- 
sonal property  in  his  possession,  received  by  delivery  without 
personal  wrong  on  his  part,  until  he  has  refused  to  deliver  it, 
upon  a  lawful  demand  to  the  true  owner. 

The  learned  judge  uses  the  qualifying  words  "received  by 
delivery."  By  this  he,  without  doubt,  meant  that  the  posses- 
sion was  not  tortiously  or  otherwise  against  the  will  of  the 
former  possessor  obtained,  but  that  he  lawfully  held  the  same 
by  the  consent  and  act  of  such  former  possessor  (  White  agt. 
BrowrVy  5  Lanai/ng^  78 ;  Barrett  agt.  Wa/rren^  S  HiUy  348, 
350).  In  Schofield  .agt.  Whitdegge  (49  N.  Zl,  259)  it  was 
held  that  where  the  plaintiff's  case  depends  upon  a  wrongful 
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detention  without  a' wrongM  taking,  an  ayermentin  the  com- 
plaint of  a  demand  and  refasal  is  necessary.  If  necessary  to 
be  averred  in  the  complaint,  it  should  be  proved  on  the  trial. 
The  judgment  should  be  reversed,  and  a  new  trial  ordered, 
costs  to  the  appellant,  to  abide  the  event. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 
Fbahoib  Yobb  agt.  Thb  Flosidi.  Railboad  Cgmfakt  e^oL 

Where  the  appellate  court  has  sent  a  case  back  for  the  trial  of  a  single 
remaining  question,  which  belongs  to  the  Jury,  the  special  term  irill 
order  the  cause  put  upon  circuit  calendar,  notwithstanding  objectioiM 
that  other  issues  are  inyolyed  and  unsettled. 

Special  Term^  Februamiy  1878. 

Motion  to  strike  cause  from  calendar,  upon  the  ground 
that  it  belongs  to  the  circoit. 

William  C.  Tbaphaoen, /br  fTio^wm. 
Stbong  &  Shepasd,  opposed. 

Yan  Bbubt,  J. — This  motion  is  based  npon  the  ground 
that  the  only  question  remaining  to  be  tried  in  this  action  is 
the  liability  of  the  defendant,  Yolee,  as  indorser  of  certain 
promissory  notes  mentioned  in  the  complaint,  and  that  that 
issue  should  be  tried  by  a  jury. 

The  plaintiff,  in  opposition  to  the  motion,  .daims  that 
there  still  remains  another  issue  to  be  disposed  of  besides  the 
question  of  Yulee's  liability  as  indorser,  viz.,  that  of  his  right 
to  be  subrogated  to  all  the  rights  of  the  Florida  Railroad 
Company,  or  of  Yulee,  as  indorser  for  said  company,  against 
the  defendants  Dickerson  and  associates,  in  all  secarities 
hypothecated  by  them,  as  indemnity  for  said  notes  or  indorse- 
ments. The  complaint  has  been  dismissed  as  to  all  the  defend- 
ants except  Yulee,  and,  it  seems  to  me,  very  dear  that  this 
question  of  subrogation  cannot  now  be  litigated  in  this  action, 
because  Edward  N.  Dickerson  and  associates  are  not  now  b^oie 
the  court,  and  they  have  the  right  to  be  heard  upon  that 
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question,  and  it  cannot  be  determined  in  their  absence ;  and 
it  is  evident,  firom  a  reading  of  the  opinion  in  the  court  of 
appeals,  that  in  sending  the  case  back  as  to  the  defendant 
Yulee,  they  had  no  idea  that  any  question  remained  to  be 
tried  except  the  question  of  how  much  Yulee  was  liable  for  as 
indorser. 

It  would  appear,  therefore,  that  as  the  question  of  subro- 
gation cannot  possibly  be  now  tried  in  the  action,  that  it  is  a 
proper  case  for  the  drcuit 
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SUPKEME  COTIKT. 
Fbans  0.  SoHnNBMA:BrN  agt.  John  Pasabisb  et  al, 

A  person  duly  arrested  for  fraad  or  troyer  cannot  be  discharged  ftom 
arrest  *on  the  ground  that  he  is  an  ir^ant,  [The  ccm  qf  Brown  agt 
McCune,  5  8and,f  234,  ha$  nener  beenfoUawed  in  Ihii  court,) 

Nefw  York  Special  Term^  Septembery  1873. 

IngbahaM)  p.  J. — The  defendant,  Jolins  Paradise,  has  been 
arrested  in  this  action  and  moves  to  be  discharged. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  affidavits 
to  warrant  the  arrest  of  the  defendants  chai^ged  with  the 
fraud.  The  complaint  charges  a  conspiracy  to  obtain  the 
defendants'  property  by  fraud,  and  success  in  obtaining  it. 

The  discharge  of  this  defendant  is  urged  on  the  ground  of 
infancy,  and  the  counsel  relies  on  the  case  of  Brown  agt 
Mo  Owns  (5  Scmdf.y  224),  which  held  that  an  infant  could  not 
be  held  to  bail  in  an  action  for  deceit  in  representing  himself 
as  of  age.  That  case  has  not  been  followed  in  this  court.  In 
Wallace  agt.  Morse  (5  HiU^  892),  the  contrary  was  held  and 
it  has  uniformly  been  held  since  in  this  court  that  an  in&nt 
was  liable  for  fraud  and  for  trover.  In  EcJcsUin  v.  JFVank  (1 
Dalt/y  834),  a  similar  view  of  the  law  was  adopted  in  the 
common  pleas,  and  Daly,  P.  J.,  says  in  reference  to  the  case 
in  6  Sa/nc(fordy  that  it  has  been  considered  and  repudiated  in 
this  state  and  in  a  great  nimiber  of  cases  in  other  oSBo^  whidi 
are  cited  by  him. 

It  is  urged  that  the  defendant  is  exposed  to  great  hardship 
from  being  arrested,  but  that  should  have  been  considered 
before  engaging  in  the  fraud.  It  would  be  equally  hard  to 
be  proceded  against  criminally  for  the  same  offense. 

The  motion  must  be  denied  with  ten  dollars  costs. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

RsBScoA  H.  Bsowms,  executrix,  &c.,  agt.  Febgus  Coohban 

et  al. 

Where  there  is  no  complete  remedy  at  law,  an  action  in  equity  is  the 
proper  remedy  to  recover  possession  of  a  deed-^  paper  title  of  certain 
property  in  Ireland. 

Special  Temhy  Feibruaryy  1873. 

Van  Bbunt,  J. — This  action  is  brought  to  recover  pos- 
session of  ascertain  paper  alleged  to  be  a  deed  of  certain 
property  in  Ireland.  The  objection  is  made  by  defendants 
that  it  is  a  cade  of  replevin,  and  a  suit  in  a  court  of  equity 
was  not  necessary.  The  answer  to  that  objection  is,  that  a 
judgment  in  replevin  provides  for  the  verdict  of  the  jury  to 
place  a  valuation  on  the  property  claimed,  which  it  would 
not  be  possible  to  do  in  this  case,  as,  in  consequence  of  the 
peculiar  nature  of  the  instrument  sought  to  be  recovered, 
there  is  no  basis  upon  which  its  value  could  be  assessed,  and 
we  cannot  determine  whether  it  is  worth  anything  or  not. 

Beside,  in  replevin  the  property  taken  can  be  counter- 
bonded  by  the  defendant,  and  such  action  upon  the  part  of 
the  defendant  in  such  a  case  as  this  would  entirely  defeat  the 
object  of  the  suit. 

It  seems  to  me,  therefore,  that  there  is  no  complete  remedy 
at  law,  and  an  action  in  equity  must  be  brought. 

A  new  trial  must  be  had  in  this  action,  because  error  was 
committed  in  excluding  the  evidence  of  J.  H.  Lipsett  as  to 
what  took  place  between  himself  and  his  mother  at  the  time 
the  deed  was  received  by  Lipsett. 
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Mrs.  Browne,  the  plaintiff,  having  been  examined  as  to 
what  took  place  at  that  interview,  the  last  clauae  of  section 
899  withdraws  the  prohibition  contained  in  the  first  part  of 
the  section. 

Because  of  thiserror  a  new  trial  must  be  had. 
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COUET  OF  APPEALS. 

James  O'Ebien,  aheriff,  &c.y  appellant,  agt.  Ths  Mbohaniob' 
AND  Tbadebs'  FntB  Inbubanob  Company,  respondent. 

A  general  form  of  notice  by  the  sheriff  that  he  attaches  "  all  the  property, 
debts,  Ac,  of  the  defendant  in  the  possession  or  under  the  control**  of 
the  party  served  with  the  notice,  when  served  with  a  copy  of  the  war- 
rant of  attachment,  does  show  the  property  levied  on  sufficiently,  and  is 
sufQcient  to  constitute  a  valid  levy  under  section  286  of  the  Code. 

It  is  optional  with  the  sheriff  to  limit  his  levy  by  specifications  in  his 
notice  or  not,  as  he  pleases  {Olark  agt.  Ooodrteh^  41  If,  F.,  200 ;  44  Haw, 
Pr,  R,  228,  explained^  quaiified  and  ditUngwiahed^ 

The  four  judges  who  concuired  with  Hunt,  Ch.  J.,  in  the  result  in  that 
case,  did  not  concur  in  the  opinion  nor  in  the  reasons  given  by  the  chief 
justice,  as  to  the  notice  (Euhlmcm  agt  OrseVy  5  Dtt&r.,  242,  and  Wilson 
agt.  Dunean,  11  Abb,,  8).  As  to  this  point  of  notice  and  the  two  general 
term  decisions  in  this  case,  44  How,  iV.  B,,  overrulkL 

Oreenlettf  agt  Muntford  (19  Abb,,  469),  and  Drake  agt  Ooodrieh  (54  Barb,, 
78),  approffed  in  the  reasons  given,  without  reference  to  the  facts  of  those 

jFebruaryy  1874. 

Thb  sheriff  sued  to  collect  a  loss  under  a  policy  of  insurance 
issued  to  E.  8.  Candler,  Jr.,  of  Florida,  by  virtue  of  seven 
attachments  against  Candler,  issued  against  him  in  New 
York,  as  a  non-resident  The  facts  sufficiently  appear  in  the 
opinion. 

Wm.  W.  Badqeb,  for  the  attaching  creditors. 
A.  J.  Vandebpoet^  for  the  sheriff^. 
Gbo.  W.  PAE80NS,/or  the  reepondent. 

Allen,  J. — The  plaintiff  was  turned  out  of  court  and  his 
complaint  dismissed  solely  upon  the  ground  that  the  attach- 
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ment  had  never  been  levied  upon  the  claim  in  contention, 
and  that  for  want  of  such  levy  the  plaintiff  had  no  title  to  the 
same,  and  was  not  entitled  to  maintain  an  action  for  its 
recovery.  Two  other  gromids  were  suggested  by  the  defendant 
in  his  application  to  dismiss  the  complaint,  but  neither  were 
considered  or  passed  upon  by  the  court,  and  neither  can  be 
said,  even  if  decided  adversely  to  the  plaintiff  upon  the  case 
as  made  upon  the  trial,  to  be  conclusive  upon  the  right  of  the 
plaintiff.  The  objections  are  capable  of  being  obviated  and 
overcome  by  other  and  further  evidence,  and  that  being  the 
case  the  defendant  cannot  have  the  benefit  of  them  upon  this 
appeal.  It  is  only  when  the  record  discloses  an  insuperable 
diflSculty  to  a  recovery  by  the  plaintiff,  that  a  judgmmit 
against  him  will  be  sustained,  if  the  court  below  erred  in  the 
decision  actually  given.  The  only  question  before  us  is, 
whether  the  notice  left  with  the  defendant,  at  the  time  of 
leaving  the  certified  copy  of  the  attachment,  was  a  sufficient 
compliance  with  section  235  of  the  Code,  and  a  valid  attach- 
ment of  the  claim  now  sued  upon.  We  are  not  serioodj 
embarrassed  by  authority,  and  the  question  as  now  presented 
may  properly  be  considered  as  res  nova. 

The  supreme  court  in  the  first  district,  and  the  superior 
court  of  the  city  of  New  York,  where  only  so  far  as  appears 
the  question  has  arisen,  have  differed  in  their  interpretation 
of  the  statute  and  the  duty  of  the  sheriff  under  it,  and  th^ne 
is  no  settled  or  authoritative  practice  under  this  conflict  of 
authority  {Kuhlman  agt.  Orsery  5  DueTy  242 ;  Wilwn  agt.  Ihtn- 
corny  11  Ahh.y  3 ;  Chreenleaf  agt.  Mtmtford^  19  id.y  469 ;  Drake 
agt.  Goodridgsy  54  Barb.y  78).  In  this  court  but  two  cases 
need  be  referred  to,  Kdly  agt.  Roberta  (40  N.  T.y  432)  and 
Drake  agt  Ooodridge  (41 N.  F.,  210).  In  KeUy  agt  Roberts, 
with  a  copy  of  the  attachment,  the  sheriff  left  a  notice  witli 
the  defendant  Boberts,  that  all  the  property,  effects,  rights, 
&e.,  and  the  debts  and  credits  of  the  debtors  in  the  attach- 
ment, then  in  his  possession  or  under  his  control,  would  be 
liable  to  the  warrant  of  attachment,  and  he  was  required  to 
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deliver  all  such  property,  &c.,  into  the  custody  of  the  sheriff 
without  delay.  After  an  examination  of  Boberts  nnder  sec- 
tion 236  of  the  Oode  a  new  notice  was  served,  adding  to  the 
first  notice  a  particular  statement  of  the  claim  intended  to  be 
levied  upon,  and  to  recover  which  the  action  was  brought. 
Other  questions  divided  the  court  and  were  considered  at 
length,  and  the  only  allusion  to  the  service  of  the  attachment 
is  the  brief  r^nark  of  judge  James,  that  he  thought  the 
service  sufficiently  identified  the  debt  sought  to  be  recovered. 
Drake  v.  Goochridge  turned  upon  the  question  whether  the 
particular  securities  which  were  in  controversy,  and  the  inte- 
rest of  the  debtor  therein  had  been  levied  upon  by  the 
sheriff,  and  judge  Hunt,  in  his  opinion,  considers  the  suf- 
ficiency of  a  general  notice,  similar  to  that  served  by  the 
sheriff  in  this  instance,  and  comes  to  the  conclusion  that  such 
a  notice  is  not  a  compliance  with  the  statute  requiring  the 
notice  to  show  the  property  levied  on. 

Four  judges  concurred  with  judge  Hunt  in  reversing  the 
order  appealed  from,  and  two  were  for  an  affirmance. 

Upon  what  precise  views  the  four  concurring  judges  arrived 
at  the  same  result  with  judge  Hunt  does  not  appear.  The 
reporter  does  not  state  that  they  concurred  in  the  opinion. 
The  report  states  that  judge  Gboveb  also  read  an  opinion  for 
a  reversal.  This  is  a  mistake.  His  opinion  was  in  Cla/rk 
agt.  Same  Defendants^  argued  at  the  same  time,  and  is 
reported  in  44  How.^  Pr.  B.  228,  and  thcj  dissenting 
opinion  of  judge  Danibls  in  the  Drake  suit,  concurred  in  by 
judge  James,  is  also  reported  in  same  book  at  page  284. 
The  notice  of  the  sheriff,  served  with  the  attachment,  was 
essentially  different  from  that  before  us,  and  after  the  gene- 
ral clause  stating  not  that  he  attached,  but  that  all  the  debts 
credits,  &c.,  of  the  defendant  in  the  attachment,  would  be 
liable  to  the  said  attachment,  and  that  the  bank  to  which  it 
was  addressed,  and  upon  which  it  was  served,  was  required  to 
deliver  all  such  property,  &c.,  into  the  custody  of  the  sheriff, 
&c ;  it  stated  that  the  sheriff  particularly  attached  the  bank 
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acconnt  and  debt  from  the  bank  to  E.  R.  Goodridge,  &a, 
and  thus  clearly  indicating  and  showing  that  the  intent  wu 
to  levy  upon  a  particular  debt  and  the  property  specified,  and 
by  neceesary  intendment  excluding  all  other  property,  that  is, 
limiting  the  general  notice  Vy  the  particular  clause.  There 
was  no  debt  due  from  the  bank,  and  the  claim  and  interest 
of  the  defendant  and  debtor  in  the  attachment  proceedings 
was  not  described  in  the  special  clause  of  the  notice,  and  it 
is,  at  least,  doubtful  whether  it  comes  within  the  general 
dause.  But  the  case  could  have  been  well  decided  upon  the 
ground  that  the  sherifl^  by  the  particular  form  of  his  notice^ 
limited  his  levy  to  the  property  specifically  mentioned.  The 
case  did  not  necessarily  decide  the  question  before  us. 

A  warrant  of  attachment  under  the  Code  directs  the  shmff 
to  attach  and  safely  keep  all  the  properly  of  the  defendant 
within  his  county,  and  this  includes  not  only  tangible  pro^ 
perty,  real  and  personal,  but  things  in  action  and  evidoicei 
of  debt  {Code,  §§  281,  462,  468,  464). 

A  levy  upon  rights  and  shares  in  the  stock  of  aseodationf 
or  corporations,  and  debts  and  other  property  incapable  of 
manual  delivery,  cannot  be  effected  by  an  actual  seizure,  as 
in  case  of  movable  chattels,  but  may  be  attached  and  held 
for  the  satisfitction  of  any  judgment  that  may  be  recovered 
by  the  proceedings  authorized  by  section  286  of  the  Code. 
A  leaving  of  a  copy  of  the  warrant  of  attachment  with  either 
of  the  officers  or  agents  of  the  association  or  oorporatian 
named,  or  with  the  debtor  or  individual  holding  such  pro- 
perty, with  notice  showing  the  property  levied  on,  is  the 
statutory  levy  impounding  the  ^^roperty  for  the  eadsfaction 
of  the  judgment,  as  effectually  as  a  seizure  of  chattels  capable 
of  manual  delivery.  The  statute  authorizing  attacbm^tB 
against  absconding,  ooncealed  and  non-resident  debtors  (2  B. 
S.f  2)  accomplished  the  same  pur}>06e  by  the  publication  of  a 
notice  of  the  issuing  of  the  warrant  of  attachment,  and  that 
the  payment  of  any  debts  and  the  delivery  of  any  propeHy 
belonging  to  the  debtor,  to  him  or  for  his  use,  and  the  trans- 
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fer  of  any  property  by  him,  was  forbidden  by  law  and  were 
Toid,  and  declaring  that  every  payment  of  any  debt  or  the 
delivery  of  any  property  to  the  debtor  after  the  first  publica- 
tion of  the  notice  should  be  deemed  frandulent  as  against  the 
tmstees  appointed  in  the  proceeding  (2  R.  S.y  7,  §§  30  to  35). 
The  proceeding  under  the  Eevised  Statutes  was  for  the  bene- 
fit of  all  the  careditors  of  the  individual  proceeded  against, 
while  the  provisional  remedy  under  the  Code,  by  attachment, 
is  for  the  benefit  of  a  particnl^  creditor,  who  may  seize  only 
ao  much  of  the  property  of  the  debtor,  as  will  be  sufficient  to 
Bi^fy  the  daim.  Instead,  therefore,  of  a  general  notice  to 
bind  and  charge  all  the  property  of  the  debtor,  a  notice  to 
the  individual  owing  the  debt,  or  holding  the  property 
intended  to  be  levied  upon,  is  authorized.  The  sheriff  by 
his  action  and  the  notice  he  gives,  acquires  no  actual  domi* 
nion  over  the  properly.  It  is  as  much  beyond  his  personal 
conlaol  as  before  the  levy,  and  there  is  no  particular  magic  in 
the  act  of  giving  the  notice  that  affects  the  status  or  the  rights 
of  any  one,  save  as  prescribed  by  statute,  or  changes  the  char- 
acter or  actual  condition  or  possession  of  the  property.  The 
notice  is  but  an  act  of  caution  to  the  Individual  upon  whom 
it  is  served,  intended  and  operating  solely  to  prevent  his  pay- 
ing the  debt  or  delivering  the  property  to  the  debtor,  and 
impounding  it  to  answer  the  judgment.  It  answers  all  the 
purposes  which  the  law  contemplates,  if  it  notifies  the  indi- 
vidual that  a  warrant  of  attachment  has  been  issued  against 
his  creditor,  or  the  owner  of  property  in  his  possession,  and 
that  the  sheriff  claims  to  levy  upon  the  debt  owing  by  him, 
or  the  property  in  his  possession,  and  it  would  be  strange^ 
indeed,  if  mere  surplusage,  the  use  of  language  so  general  in  its 
terms  that  it  would  include  much  more  than  the  result  would 
show  was  within  the  reach  of  the  sheriff,  would  vitiate  a 
notice  clearly  embracing  debts  and  property  subject  to  attach- 
ment, and  owing  by  or  in  the  possession  of  the  individual 
served.    A  notice  by  the  sheriff,  that  he  attaches  all  property. 
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debts  and  effects,  and  all  rights  and  shares  of  stock,  &c.,  in 
the  possession  or  nnder  the  control  of  the  individual  served, 
does  show  the  property  levied  on.  A  particular  desmption 
of  the  prop^ty  and  debts  supposed  to  be  in  the  possession  of 
or  owing  by  him  is  not  necessary  for  the  information  of  the 
party  served,  and  would  not  more  satisfactorily  show  to  him 
the  property  intended  to  be  reached.  The  individual  served 
necessarily  knows  better  than  the  officer  can  know,  the  pn^ 
perty  and  debts  in  his  possession  or  owing  by  him  subject  to 
attachment. 

A  notice  by  the  sheriff  that  he  attached  all  the  bonds  and 
mortgages  and  promissory  notes  belonging  to  the  attachment 
debtor  in  the  possession  of  an  individual,  would  be  good 
without  specifying  the  particular  securities  of  the  debtcMfs, 
and  if,  perchance,  there  should  be  but  one  bond  and  mort- 
gage and  no  promissory  notes,  the  excessive  claim  would  not 
vitiate.  If  a  ease  could  be  supposed  in  which  a  party  could 
be  misled  and  injured  by  the  generality  of  a  notice  of  this 
kind,  it  might  be  different.  To  require  a  particular  desoip- 
tion  of  the  rights,  debts  and  choses  in  action  whidi  would 
identify  and  distinguish  them  from  all  others  of  a  like  kind, 
would  be  to  render  the  remedy  by  attachment,  in  a  great 
majority  of  cases,  abortive  as  a  process  against  property  of 
this  character.  If  either  the  pursuing  creditor  nor  the  sheriff 
can  ordinarily  know  the  precise  character  of  the  dealings 
between  the  debtor  proceeded  against  and  third  persons,  and 
if  no  levy  can  be  made,  until  by  proceedings  under  section 
286  of  the  Oode  the  paiticulars  can  be  ascertained,  it  is  quite 
evident  that  this  provisional  remedy  would,  in  very  many 
cases,  be  of  but  little  practical  value.  It  is  only  by  a  proper 
and  sufficient  levy  that  the  property  can  be  held,  and  if  that 
cannot  be  made  until  after  an  examination  under  section  236, 
it  is  quite  evident  that  the  sheriff  would,  in  most  cases,  and 
might  in  all,  be  saved  the  trouble  of  making  any  levy.  The 
party  summoned  for  examination  would  have  no  difficulty  in 
so  disposing  of  the  property  as  to  put  it  beyond  the  reach  of 
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the  creditor.  The  remedy  was  designed  to  be  effectual,  and, 
to  make  it  so,  any  notice  which  shows  to  the  party  served 
that  any  particular  part,  or  all  of  the  property  or  debts  in  his 
possession  belonging  to  the  debtor  in  the  attachment  proceed- 
ings, or  owing  by  him  is  attached  and  intended  to  be  claimed 
and  held  by  the  sheriff,  mnst  be  held  to  be  sufScient. 

In  my  judgment,  the  plain  design  of  the  provision  under 
consideration,  and  the  full  accomplishment  of  every  purpose 
that  could  have  been  intended  by  a  notice,  is  fully  answered 
by  a  notice  like  that  before  us,  unless  as  in  Drake  agt. 
Ooodridge^  it  is  designed  to  levy  only  on  a  particular  class  or 
part  of  the  property,  and  ezdude  the  residue.  The  reasoning 
of  judge  GiiESKS  upon  this  particular  question,  without 
reference  to  the  facts  of  that  case,  in  Oreenleaf  agt.  Mwmr 
ford  (19  J.W.,  469),  is  entirely  satisfactory  to  me,  and,  I 
think,  conclusive.  The  danger  and  diificulty  of  undertaking 
to  specify  and  describe  the  particular  debt  or  chose  in  action, 
or  the  .particular  interest  intended  to  be  attached,  is  exempli- 
fied in  Drake  agt.  Ooodridge. 

Section  236  does  not  qualify  section  285,  or  aid  us  in 
determining  what  will  be  a  sufficient  showing  of  the  property 
levied 'on  by  the  notice  required  by  the  latter  section.  It 
does  enable  the  sheriff,  in  his  discretion,  to  apply  for  a  certi- 
ficate of  the  particular  property  of  the  debtor,  in  the  posses- 
sion of  the  party  to  whom  the  application  is  made,  and,  in 
case  of  refhsal,  authorizes  an  examination.  But  the  refusal 
by  no  means  suspends  action  upon  the  attachment,  or  pre- 
Tents  a  levy  until  the  examination  is  had.  Neither  is  the 
sheriff  compelled  to  proceed  to  an  examination,  but  he  may 
do  so  if  he  pleases.  That  proceeding  is  for  the  benefit  of  the 
creditor  and  the  sheriff,  but  they  are  not  bound  to  resort  to 
it.  If  the  application  was  made  and  a  certificate  refused,  it 
would  clearly  indicate  that  the  levy  should  be  made  at  once, 
and  an  examination,  if  necessary,  had  afterwards.  If  the 
certificate  is  given,  the  sheriff  is  not  bound  by  it,  but  may 
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attach  the  property  described  by  the  certificate,  and  all  other 
property  liable  to  attachment  in  the  possession  of  the  party. 

The  judgment  should  be  reversed,  and  a  new  trial  granted, 
with  costs  to  abide  the  event. 

Allbn,  J.,  reads  for  reversal  and  new  triaL 

All  concur. 


NEW  YORE  PRACnOE  RBPOBTfi.  487 


Slocmnagt.  FreemaiL 


COUET  OF  APPEALS. 

HiBAM  Slooux,  respondent,  agt.  Plint  Fbeemai^  and 

another,  appellants. 

Where  the  judgment  creditor  and  the  judgment  debtor  hi  the  judgment, 
agreed  upon  a  compromise  of  settlement  of  the  judgment,  and  that  the 
judgment  was  agreed  to  be  dcUi^fied  on  certain  specific  terms  and  con- 
ditions, and  the  defendant,  instead  of  complying  with  the  terms  of  the 
settlement,  wrongfully,  if  not  fraudulently,  obtained  a  satisfaction- 
piece,  prepared  and  executed  by  the  plaintiff,  and  deposited  by  him  with 
a  third  party  to  be  delivered  on  defendant's  complying  with  said  terms 
and  conditions  of  settlement,  and  filed  and  entered  such  satis&ction' 
piece,  and  procured  a  discharge  of  the  judgment 

EM,  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  have  the  saUsfacUon-piece  canceled 
and  the  lien  of  the  judgment  restored. 

T.  B.  WES^TBnooKy  for  respondent 
Ho  povnUfor  appeUcmta. 

Daviss,  C^.  J. — This  action  was  instituted  to  compel  a 
cancellation  of  a  satisfaction  of  a  judgment  recovered  by  this 
plaintiff  against  these  defendants.  The  facts  found  by  the 
referee,  before  whom  the  action  was  tried,  are  these : 

1.  That  on  the  17th  of  March,  1852,  the  above-named 
plaintiff  recovered  a  judgment  in  the  supreme  court  of  this 
state,  against  the  above-named  defendants,  for  the  sum  of 
$2,200.19;  that  the  judgment-roll  in  said  action  was  duly 
filed  in  the  clerk's  office  of  the  city  and  county  of  New 
York,  in  which  office  said  judgment  was  duly  docketed. 

2.  That  the  plaintiff,  after  the  recovery  of  said  judgment, 
and  some  time  in  the  winter  of  the  year  1853  agreed  to  com- 
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promise  and  settle  the  said  judgment  for  the  som  of  $763.95, 
to  be  secured  by  the  note  of  said  defendant  Pliny  Freeman, 
payable  in  thirty  months,  with  interest  from  the  10th  day  of 
February,  1853 ;  that  to  carry  out  the  said  agreement,  the 
plaintiff  signed  and  acknowledged  a  satisfaction-piece  of  said 
judgment,  dated  March  16,  1853,  which  he  delivered  to  one 
John  W.  Martin,  with  instructions  to  deliver  the  same  to  the 
defendants  npon  the  receipt  of  the  note  of  Pliny  Freeman 
for  the  amount,  and  payable  with  interest  and  in  the  time 
before  mentioned ;  that  said  Martin  was  not  to  deliver  said 
satisfaction-piece  upon  any  other  terms,  nor  did  the  said 
Slocum  agree  to  compromise  and  settle  the  above  judgment 
upon  any  other  terms  than  those  before  mentioned. 

8.  That  the  defendants  have  not  complied  with  these  terms, 
but  on  the  contrary  thereof,  the  said  Martin  delivered  die 
said  satisfaction-piece  to  the  defendant  Pliny  Freeman,  under 
the  impression  and  belief  that  the  note  which  he  then 
received  for  the  plaintiff  conlbrmed  to  the  agreement,  whereas 
the  said  note  was  not  drawn  payable  with  interest,  ae  the 
agreement  required. 

4.  That  said  Martin,  and  in  due  time,  and  as  soon  as  he 
discovered  the  mistake,  and  that  said  note  did  not  conform  to 
the  agreement,  returned  the  same  to  the  defendant,  Pliny 
Freeman,  for  correction,  who  then  retained  the  said  note,  and 
refused  to  execute  a  note  in  conformity  with  said  agreement, 
or  to  restore  and  return  said  satisfaction-piece  as  he  was 
requested  to  do ;  that  said  Freeman  having  improperly 
refused  to  execute  and  deliver  a  note  in  conformity  with  said 
agreement,  or  to  return  said  satisfaction-piece,  on  or  abont 
the  26th  of  September,  1858,  improperly  procured  said  satis- 
faction-piece to  be  filed  in  the  clerk's  office  of  the  city  and 
county  of  New  York,  and  the  judgment  to  be  marked 
canceled  of  record. 

And  said  referee  found,  as  conclusions  of  law  : 

1.  That  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  a  judgment. 

2.  That  the  satisfaction-piece  delivered,  as  before  mentioned, 
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be  vacated  and  set  aside,  and  that  said  judgment  be  restored 
to  fall  force,  life  and  effect. 

8.  That  the  whole  amount  of  said  judgment  is  due  and 
unpaid,  except  the  sum  of  $200,  which  is  to  be  allowed  as  of 
the  30th  day  of  April,  1853 ;  but  that  such  judgment  shall  not 
be  a  lien  on  any  real  estate  or  chattels  real  conveyed  since  the 
satis&ction  of  said  judgment  to  bona  fide  purchasers  or  incum- 
brancers by  said  defendants,  or  either  of  them,  before  the 
commencement  of  this  action. 

Judgment  was  thereupon  entered  in  conformity  with  said 
report  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  with  costs,  and  on  appeal  the 
same  was  afl^rmed  at  general  term,  and  thereupon  the 
defendants  appeal  to  this  court. 

The  appellants  submit  no  points.  The  defendants  asked 
for  no  affirmation  or  relief  in  their  answer. 

Upon  the  facts  found  by  the  referee  the  judgment  was 
clearly  correct,  and  as  there  does  not  appear  to  have  been  an 
exception  taken,  nothing  is  reviewable  in  this  court  except  to 
the  conclusions  of  law  found  by  the  referee.  If  they  are 
correct  there  is  nothing  for  this  court  to  pass  upon. 

It  is  too  plain  to  need  argument  or  authority  to  sustain  the 
position  that,  upon  these  facts  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to 
judgment  The  original  judgment  was  agreed  to  be  satisfied 
on  certain  specific  terms  and  conditions.  The  defendants  did 
not  comply  therewith,  and,  therefore,  they  were  not  entitled 
to  have  the  judgment  satisfied  except  upon  payment  of  the 
amount  due  thereon.  It  is  not  pretended  that  they  have  ever 
done,  or  offered  to  do  this.  They  did,  however,  wrong- 
fully obtain  a  satisfaction-piece,  prepared  and  executed  by  the 
plaintiff,  and  deposited  by  him,  with  a  third  party,  to  be 
delivered  on  the  defendants  complying  with  said  terms  and 
conditions.  They  obtained  that  satisfaction-piece  without 
complying  with  said  terms  and  conditions,  wrongfully  if  not 
fraudulently,  and  used  the  same  in  procuring  the  cancellation 
of  said  judgment  of  record.  The  plaintiff  was  entitled  to 
have  said  satisfaction-piece  canceled  and  the  lien  of  said  judg- 
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ment  restored.  This  has  been  done  by  the  judgment  entered 
in  this  action,  properly  guarding  the  rights  of  honafide  pur- 
chasers or  incumbrancers  since  said  judgment  was  canceled 
of  record. 

The  judgment  was  in  all  respects  correct,  and  should  he 
affirmed,  with  costs. 

All  concur. 

Affirmed. 


/    ' 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

Chaslis  a.  Depew,  appellant)  agt.  G.  B.  Dewbt,  impleaded| 

&o,j  respondent 

When  sale  has  been  made  under  Jndgment  recorered  in  foreclosure  pro- 
ceedings, it  will  not  be  set  aside  if  the  mover  has  been  guilty  of  any 
laches. 

If  the  period  prescribed  by  statute  within  which  an  action  in  equity  to 
redeem  a  mortgage  can  be  brought  has  expired,  the  court  lias  no  power 
to  set  such  sale  aside. 

Ganeral  Term,  First  Depaaimenty  Ja/nuwnfy  1874. 

The  i^peal  in  this  cause  is  taken  from  an  order  made  at 
special  term  on  the  7th  day  of  July^  1873^  setting  aside  a 
judgment  recovered  for  the  foreclosure  of  a  mortgage  assigned 
to  the  plaintiff)  the  sale  made  under  the  judgment  on  the  17th 
day  of  Juljy  1857)  and  the  sheriff's  deed  given  the  plaintiff 
on  such  sale,  on  payment  to  the  plaintiff  of  the  amount  due  on 
the  mortgage  foreclosed,  and  another  mortgage  held  and 
owned  by  him  at  the  time  of  the  foreclosure  and  sale,  or 
bringing  the  same  into  court  and  depositing  the  amount  with 
the  clerk,  and  directing  that  the  mortgages  should  be  dis- 
charged and  canceled  of  record,  together  with  the  bonds, 
upon  such  payment  or  deposit,  and,  upon  receiving  from  the 
plaintiff  a  full  release,  under  seal,  of  all  claims  against  her 
for  interest  on  the  mortgages,  and  all  sums  paid  out  for  taxes, 
assessments,  insurances  or  otherwise,  on  the  mortgaged  premi- 
ses  and  receiving  from  him  the  amount  of  the  rents,  issues  and 
profits  of  the  premises  since  the  date  of  the  report  of  the 
referee  appointed  to  report  the  fSu^ts  pending  the  motion,  viz., 
the  6th  of  June,  1872,  and  taxes  and  assessments  for  the 
same  period,  the  defendant,  Cynthia  B.  Dewey,  should  release 
Vol.  XL VI.  56 
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him  from  all  claims  to  any  of  the  rents,  issaes  and  profits  of 
the  mortgaged  premises  dming  the  time  of  the  plaintiff's 
possession  to  the  date  of  such  report,  and  that  within  fire 
days  after  such  payment  or  deposit  of  the  amount  due  on 
such  mortgages  at  the  time  of  sale,  the  plaintiff  should  yield 
up  and  surrender  to  the  defendant,  Cynthia  B.  Dewey,  peace- 
able and  quiet  possession  of  the  mortgaged  premises,  and  that 
the  releasee  to  be  given  should  be  executed  and  delivered 
within  five  days  after  the  payment  or  deposit  in  court  of  the 
amount  so  due  on  the  mortgages. 

It  appeared,  in  support  of  the  motion  in  which  this  order 
was  made,  that  the  defendant,  Oynthia  B.  Dewey,  became 
the  owner  of  the  equity  of  redemption  in  the  mortgaged 
premises,  subject  to  such  mortgages,  and  which  she  assumed 
to  pay  on  the  5th  day  of  May,  1856.  That  one  of  the  mort- 
gages was  foreclosed  in  this  action,  which  was  commraced  in 
the  spring  of  1857.  The  summons  was  not  served  upon  her, 
she  beine.  at  the  time,  absent  from  the  city,  but  her  husband, 
who  procured  the  property  to  be  conveyed  to  her  for  a  con- 
sideration supplied  by  him  without  her  knowledge  or  procure- 
ment, and  afterwards,  with  her  permission  and  allowance, 
controlled  and  managed  the  property  in  her  behalf  employed 
an  attorney  for  her  as  well  as  himself,  who  appeared  for  them 
both  in  the  action.  She  had  no  knowledge  of  the  employ- 
ment of  the  attorney  on  her  behalf,  and  never  conferred  any 
direct  authority  upon  her  husband  authorizing  such  employ- 
ment. She  knew  nothing  of  the  proceedings  in  the  fore- 
closure action  until  after  judgment  had  been  recovered  and 
the  property  had  been  sold.  After  that,  and  as  she  stated  ia 
her  affidavit  used  on  the  hearing  of  the  motion,  ^^  some  time 
during  the  summer  of  the  years  1857  and  1858,  she  asked 
her  husband  if  the  rent  had  been  paid  for  said  premises,  when 
she  was  informed  by  him  that  the  premises  had  been  sold  to 
pay  interest,  and  that  there  was  no  relief ;  that  she  could  not 
find  her  deed,  and,  having  no  knowledge  of  legal  matters,  and 
at  said  time  having  confidence  in  the  statement  of  said 
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Dewey^  she  made  no  farther  inquiry  into  the  matter."  She 
farther  added,  ^^  that  she  never  knew  of  said  foredosare  pro- 
ceedings antii  the  sammer  of  1870.  That  she  never  heard 
of  them  in  any  manner  whatever  ontil  said  time."  This 
aflSdavit  was  sworn  to,  and  notice  of  the  motion  given  on  the 
6th  day  of  October,  1871.  The  attorney  for  the  plaintifiE 
acted  in  good  fisdth,  sapposing  that  the  attorney  who  appeared 
for  the  owner  of  the  e^ty  of  redemption  was  empowered 
to  act  as  he  did  in  her  behal£  It  appeared  farther,  by  the 
affidavit  of  Mrs.  Dewey^  that  when  the  plaintiff  became  the 
pnrchaser  at  the  forecloeare  sale,  under  the  judgment,  that  he 
took  a  deed  of  the  premises,  and  ever  since  remained  in 
possession  of  the  same ;  and,  on  her  information  and  belief, 
that  when  he  purchased  he  did  so  for  the  benefit  of  himself 
and  brother,  and,  in  the  year  1871,  conveyed  one-half  of  them 
to  his  widow,  who  was  his  sole  legatee.  The  deed  of  the 
premises  to  Mrs.  Dewey  contains  a  recital  that  it  was  given 
for  the  consideration  of  $4,000.  Notice  of  the  motion  does 
not  appear  to  have  been  given  to  the  plaintiff's  grantee  of 
one-half  the  premises,  and  she  does  not  appear  to  have  been 
represented  on  its  hearing.  From  the  order  made  upon  these 
fiicts  the  plaintiff  appealed. 

J.  E.  BuBBiLL,  /or  appellant 

Edgab  S.  Van  Wisklio^  for  reeponderU. 

Daniels,  J. — It  was  objected  for  the  defendant,  on  the 
argument  of  the  appeal,  that  the  order  made  was  discretionary, 
and  that  no  appeal  could  be  taken  from  it  by  the  plaintiff,  and 
the  cases  of  TaUman  agt.  Sinman  '(10  How,  P.  -ff.,  89), 
KmgsUmd  agt.  JSarilett  (28  Barb.j  480),  Wakeman  agt. 
Price  (3  Com.j  884),  Buffalo  Savings  Bank  agt.  Newton 
(23  N.  T.y  160),  and  Foote  agt.  Zathrqp  (41  Jf.  F.,  858),  are 
relied  upon  as  supporting  the  objection.  But  in  those  cases 
the  orders  appealed  from  either  set  aside  the  sales  made  and 
opened  the  judgment,  or  denied  the  application  for  that  relief, 
and  for  that  reason  were  held  to  be  discretionary  and  not  to 
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affect  BubBtantial  rights*  It  was  not  daiined  in  either  that 
the  motion  was  not  made  within  the  time  required  in  the 
observance  of  dae  bxA  {»roper  diligence,  and  for  that  reason 
the  cases  may  be  regarded  as  free  from  all  objection  in  that 
respect.  They  may  very  well  have  been  held  not  to  be  pro- 
perly appealable  without  in  the  least  d^ree  affecting  the 
rights  of  the  parties  in  this  case,  for  the  ooort  simply  deprived 
the  parties  appealing  from  the  ordtrs  of  their  right  to  tiate 
judgments  recovered  by  them  and  the  sales  made  under  them, 
without  affecting  their  right  to  ultimate  redress  or  disturbing 
fixe4  legal  rights  to  property  purchased  by  them.  The  pro- 
ceeding included  in  the  order  extended  no  further  than  could 
be  done  in  the  use  of  an  equitable  and  ordinary  discretion, 
and  was  maintained  throughout  by  equitable  consideraticms. 
While  in  the  case  now  heSore  the  court,  the  order  not  only 
set  aside  the  judgment  and  sale  under  it,  but  beyond  that 
adjudged  to  the  moving  defendant  all  the  relief  which  in  a 
proper  case  would  be  within  the  scope  of  an  action  in  equity 
to  redeem  a  mortgage,  and  that  too  after  the  period  within 
which  such  an  action  could  be  maintained  had  been  deter- 
mined. Whether  such  extended  relief  could  be  properly 
administered  upon  a  motion  in  any  case  it  is  not  now  necessary 
to  decide.  But,  assuming  that  it  could,  it  does  not  follow 
that  it  could  be  done  in  a  case  where  the  rights  of  the  parties 
had  become  fixed  as  they  were  in  this  instance  under  the  plain 
language  of  the  statute  of  limitations.  For  as  the  relief 
awarded  was  the  proper  subject  of  an  action  to.  redeem,  it 
was  within  section  97  of  the  Code  of  Procedure,  requiring  an 
action  for  relief  not  before  provided  for  to  be  commenoed 
within  ten  years  after  the  cause  of  action  shall  have  aocrued. 
Before  1870  an  exception  existed  in  favor  of  married  women, 
by  which  the  disability  of  marriage  extended  to  the  time  to 
bring  such  an  action  for  the  period  of  five  years.  But  in  that 
year  that  exception  was  repealed  {Laws  of  1870  voL  2, 1833, 
section  5)  and  the  repeal  rendered  applicable  to  existing  cases 
{Id.j  seoUon  15)  which  left  this  case  under  the  unrestricted 
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control  of  the  section  referred  to,  limiting  the  time  for  the 
oonmienoement  of  the  action  to  ten  years  from  the  time  the 
right  to  do  so  oocured.  This  amendment  terminated  the 
existence  of  the  exception  without  any  saving  danse,  and  as 
a  necessary  consequence  the  time  for  the  commencing  an 
action  where  the  period  provided  by  the  preceding  section  had 
already  expired.  This  was  necessarily  so  because  it  left  that  as 
the  only  provision  relating  to  and  controlling  the  case,  and  that, 
in  plain  terms,  required  the  action  to  be  commenced  within 
ten  years  from  the  time  when  the  cause  of  action  accrued. 

That  this  provision  applies  to  and  controls  the  time  w^hin 
which  an  action  to  redeem  a  mortgage  must  now  be  brought 
is  well  settled  by  the  authorities  {i^[>oor  agt.  WeUsy  3  Barb.j 
ch,  199,  203 ;  Hubbell  agt  SMey^  5  Lcmamg^  51,  tmd  cases 
cited)^  and  the  cause  of  action  accrues  where  an  action  can  be 
maintained  against  a  purchaser  of  the  mortgaged  premises,  as 
soon  as  he  enters  into  possession  under  the  foreclosure  sale 
{Miner  agt.  jBeekman^  50  N.  Y.y  337),  particularly  when,  as 
in  this  case,  he  enters  as  purchaser,  and  no  subsisting  right  of 
action  remains  on  the  debt  or  the  security  by  reason  of  its 
extinguishment  by  the  sale  made  under  the  judgment. 

Under  these  circumstances  the  right  of  the  plaintiff  to  the 
property  purchased  by  him  had  become  of  an  absolute  and 
indefeasible  nature  when  notice  was  given  of  the  motion. 

The  pdicy  as  well  as  the  express  language  of  the  law,  was 
opposed  to  all  disturbance  of  it  at  that  time.  The  rights  of 
the  purchaser  were  ctf  the  most  substantial  nature,  and  the 
order  divesting  him  of  ^  them  was  clearly  appealable  under 
subdivision  6  of  section  349  of  the  Code.  Such  rights  can- 
not be  within  the  discretionary  authority  of  a  court  on  motion 
when  they  have  been  deliberately  protected  by  a  formal  statute 
enacted  for  that  purpose.  Any  other  rule  would  allow  the 
court,  upon  motion,  to  defeat  the  statute  of  limitations 
altc^ther  and  deprive  parties  of  the  freedom  and  repose  &om 
stale  claims  and  demands  which  that  legislation  was  designed 
to  secure. 
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The  courts  have,  th^^fore,  found  it  to  be  a  duty,  where  a 
party  has  lost  his  rights  by  lapse  of  time  under  statutory  pro- 
visions relating  to  them,  to  deny  motions  made  for  relief  alter 
the  time  for  affording  the  redress  claimed  has  been  allowed 
to  expire  without  any  application  being  made  to  secure  it. 
Any  other  course  would  result  in  a  nullification  of  the  stat- 
utes, for  it  would  do  by  indirect  means  what,  in  substance, 
the  legislature  had  provided  should  not  be  done  by  any 
means  {MwrsUm  agt.  Johnston^  13  How.  P,  -ff.,  93 ;  Fry  agt 
BenneUj  16  How.  P,  i?.,  885 ;  Humphrey  agt.  Chamberlain^ 
1  Kema/n,  274;  Wait  agt.  Va/n  Allen,,  22  N.  T.,  319 ;  SoUm 
agt.  BvOeri  27  N.  T.,  688). 

The  proceedings  in  the  action  on  which  the  judgment  was 
recovered  were  technically  regular,  although  the  sammons 
was  not  served  personally  upon  the  moving  defendant,  and 
she  had  given  her  husband  no  direct  authority  to  employ  an 
attorney.  He  probably  supposed  his  authority  to  employ  an 
attorney  for  her  to  be  ample,  inasmuch  as  she  had  derived 
the  property  to  be  affected  by  the  proceedings  tibrough  his 
act,  and  afterwards  entrusted  it  to  his  control  Mid  manage- 
ment ;  and  the  attorney  prosecuting  the  action  on  behalf  of 
the  plaintiff  had  no  reason  to  suppose  that  any  defect  existed 
in  the  authority  of  the  attorney  who  appeared  for  her  in  the 
action.  On  the  other  hand,  it  appears  that  the  proceedings 
wei^  carried  on  in  good  faith,  upon  the  belief  that  no  defect 
existed  in  the  authority  of  the  person  appearing  for  her.  If 
the  motion  to  be  relieved  from  the  appearance  had  been  made 
in  time,  it  would  have  been  within  |he  discretion  of  the  court 
whether  to  interpose  by  setting  aside  the  proceedings  or  not 
{HamiUon  agt.  Wrighiy  87  N.  T.,  502 ;  FooU  agt.  Lathrop,  41 
N.  ]r.,  868 ;  Brower  agt.  Nichols,  42  id.,  26).  And  where  the 
difference  between  the  amount  due  on  the  mortgage  and  the 
value  of  the  property,  as  it  is  indicated  by  the  consideration 
in  the  deed,  is  so  inconsiderable,  and  the  probability  tlierefore 
so  decided  that  by  a  personal  service  of  the  summons  upon 
the  defendant,  the  result,  so  far  as  the  owner  of  the  equity 
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of  redemption  is  concerned,  would  not  have  been  changed, 
the  court  could  very  well  deny  the  motion  if  it  had  been 
made  within  euch  a  period  as  reasonable  diligence  prescribed. 
For  that  reason  it  should,  under  the  well-settled  rules  of  prac- 
tice, have  been  brought  on  with  all  reasonable  dispatch  after 
notice  was  received  of  the  change  that  had  been  made  in  the 
defendant's  property,  resulting  from  the  default  made  in  the 
payment  of  the  interest  due  upon  the  mortgages  she,  in  her 
deed,  had  assumed  to  pay.  This  was  fairly  due  to  the  rights 
of  the  purchaser,  who  possibly  could  have  protected  himself 
against  all  serious  prejudice  to  his  rights  if  that  course  had 
been  taken.  In  order  to  avoid  unnecessary  injury  to  the 
party  relying  upon  the  correctness  of  the  proceedings  under 
which  his  purchase  may  be  made,  motions  of  this  description 
are  required  to  be  brought  on  as  speedily  as  may  be  practic- 
able after  the  discovery  of  the  defect;  and  for  that  reason  the 
Code  has  generally  limited  the  period  for  such  relief  upon 
motions  to  one  year  after  the  party,  by  notice,  has  been 
apprised  of  what  may  have  occurred,  without  his  knowledge, 
to  his  prejudice  {See.  174). 

The  proceeding  is  one  of  an  equitable  nature,  and  the  right 
to  maintain  it,  therefore,  controlled  by  equitable  considera- 
tions. Accordingly,  full  and  complete  notice  cannot  be 
required  before  the  duty  to  act  arises.  As  in  other  proceed- 
ings of  an  equitable  nature,  the  notice,  which  is  &irly  suffi- 
cient to  pat  a  person  upon  inquiry,  will  be  sufficient  to  create 
the  obligation  of  subsequent  diligence.  This  is  a  rule  of 
general  application  in  cases  of  an  equitable  character,  and  for 
that  reason  properly  controlling  in  proceedings  of  the  descrip- 
tion involved  in  this  appeal  {Story's  Eq.  Jv/t.^  9th  ed.j  vol.  1, 
§§  400,  401 ;  Parsons  on  Conts.^  Sth  ed.y  vol  2,  671).  Where 
such  a  notice  is  stated  to  be  ^^  some  notice  or  knowledge  of 
a  &ct,"  ^^  which  would  imply  to  a  reasonable  man  certain 
other  facts,  or  would  lead  a  person  of  ordinary  caution  into 
an  inquiry  which  would  certainly  disclose  those  facts"  {Light- 
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hody  agt.  North  Am.  Ins.  Co.^  23  Wend.^  18 ;  WHUamson  agt 
Brower,  15  N.  F.,  864). 

The  notice  which  the  defendant  swears  she  received  from 
her  husband  in  the  summer  of  1857  or  1858  was  of  this 
description ;  for  she  knew  that  the  mortgages  were  npon  the 
property,  and  that  she  had  assumed  their  payment  in  the 
deed  delivered  to  her.  And  when,  in  addition  to  that,  she 
was  told  by  her  husband  that  the  premises  had  been  sold  to 
pay  interest,  and  that  there  was  no  relief,  she  must  have 
inferred  from  those  circumstances  that  it  had  been  done  by 
some  formal  proceedings.  If  she  had  desired  to  know  any 
more  about  them,  it  then  became  her  duty  to  make  the 
inquiry.  The  reason  why  she  did  not  do  so  is  stated  by  her 
to  be  the  fact  that  she  had  confid^nce  in  the  stat-ements  of  her 
husband.  This  concedes  the  duty  which  she  felt  was  imposed 
by  the  information,  while  at  the  same  time  it  attempts  to 
excuse  the  omission.  In  that  respect  it  is  a  failure,  for  her 
duty  required  her  to  inquire  if  she  had  any  disposition  to 
place  herself  in  a  position  to  question  the  validity  of  the  pro- 
ceedings by  which  her  title  had  been  divested.  This  was  an 
obligation  which  the  rights  of  the  other  party  required  should 
be  promptly  performed,  for  in  no  other  way  could  his  inter- 
ests  be  adequately  protected. 

By  the  further  statement  jcontained  in  the  defendant's  affi- 
davit, it  appears  that  complete  knowledge  of  the  proceedings 
was  acquired  by  her  in  the  summer  of  1870,  and  after  that 
she  delayed  giving  any  notice  of  a  motion  to  set  them  aside 
until  the  6th  of  October,  1871,  a  period  of  over  one  year. 
Belief  after  such  laches  is  entirely  inconsistent  with  the  exist- 
ing rules  of  practice,  which  require  diligence  for  the  purpose 
of  avoiding  unnecessary  injury  to  the  party  who  may  be  pre- 
judiced by  setting  his  proceedings  aside.  On  this  acoonnt, 
as  well  as  the  effect  required  to  be  given  to  the  statute  pre- 
scribing the  period  within  which  such  relief  as  was  awarded 
shall  bo  given,  the  order  appealed  from  should  be  reversed. 

Davis,  P.  J.,  and  Barbbtt,  J.,  concurred. 
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COURT  OF  APPEALS. 

Isaac  Wait  agt.  Chableb  S.  Gbesn. 

« 

When  chattels  are  sold  and  delivered  etmdiUonaBy,  the  yendor's  right  to 
the  property  remahis  good  as  against  the  vendee,  and  his  yoluntaiy 
assignee  and  others,  who  purchase  with  knowledge  of  the  condition,  bat 
not  as  against  b<mafldept^rchaser$  from  the  vendee. 

B00KE8,  J. — ^This  is  an  appeal  from  a  judgm^it  ordered  for 
the  defendant  at  general  term.  The  case  is  this:  Catharine 
Corwins  sold  and  delivered  a  horse  to  Thomas  £.  Billington, 
and  took  his  note  for  $100,  at  five  months,  with  interest,  pay- 
able at  the  Union  Bank,  Watertown.  Directly  under  the 
note,  and  on  the  same  piece  of  paper,  was  a  memorandum 
signed  by  Billington,  as  follows :  "  Given  for  one  bay  horse. 
The  said  Mrs.  Corvrins  holds  the  said  horse  as  her  property 
until  the  above  note  is  paid.''  Mrs.  Corwins  transferred  the 
note,  with  the  memorandum  underwritten,  before  due,  to  the 
plaintiff,  calling  his  attention  at  the  time  to  the  memorandum, 
and  stating  that  it  was  guaranteed,  or  just  as  good  as  guaran- 
teed. Billington  sold  and  delivered  the  horse  to  the  defend- 
ant for  a  full  consideration,  and  without  notice  to  the  latter 
of  the  condition  attached  to  the  sale  to  him.  The  note  was 
not  paid  at  maturity,  whereupon  the  plaintiff  demanded  the 
horse  from  the  defendant.  Ho  refused  to  surrender  it,,  and 
this  action  was  commenced  for  its  recovery,  with  damages  for 
its  detention. 

It  seems  to  have  been  assumed  that  the  transaction  between 

the  plaintiff  and  Mrs.  Corwins  on  the  sale  of  the  note,  gave 

the  former  all  right  in  regard  to  the  claim  on  the  horse  which 

Mrs.  Corwins  had.    Such  was  evidently  the  dear  intention 
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and  nnderBtanding  of  the  parties.    Bat  it  is  nnneoesBary  in 
this  case  to  consider  this  point  of  objection.     Let  it  be  con- 
ceded that  the  sale  and  delivery  were  conditional ;  that  the 
agreement  was  that  the  horse  should  remain  the  property  of 
Mrs.   Corwins  until  paid  for,  and  that  the  plaintiff  had 
succeeded  to  all  her  rights,  and  that  the  defendant  was  a  bona 
fide  purchaser  from  Billington,  and  the  authorities  are  fall 
to  the  effect  that  the  defendant  will  be  protected  in  his  title. 
When  chattels  are  thus  sold  and  delivered  conditionally,  the 
vendor's  right  to  the  property  remains  good  as  against  the 
vendee  and  his  voluntary  assignee,  and  others  who  purchase 
with  knowledge  of  the  condition,  but  not  as  against  hoTiafide 
purchasers  from  the  vendee  (2  Kent^  498 ;  6  John.  Ch.^  438 ; 
1  Ed.  Ch.y  146;  3  Duer,  852 ;  4  DeniOy  323,  327 ;  6  Duer, 
288 ;  25  Bwrb.,  474 ;  1  Paige,  312 ;  37  Ba/rh.,  509 ;  6  K  7., 
41 ;  31  id.,  507).    These  cases  are  not  all  direct  decisions  on 
the  question  under  consideration.    Several  of  them,  however, 
are  authoritative  in  support  of  the  proposition  above  stated. 
I  think  particular  reference  need  to  be  made. only  to  Smiik 
agt.  Lynes  (5  If.  Y.,  41).    In  this  case  the  action  was  against 
Lynes,  the  vendor,  and  Thompson  &  Co.,  who  were  bona  fide 
purchasers  of  part  of  the  goods  from  Lynes.    This  court  held 
that  if  the  sale  and  delivery  to  Lynes  was  conditional,  no  title 
passed  as  between  the  plaintiff  and  him,  but  that  good  title 
was  obtained  by  Thompson  &  Co.,  in  so  far  as  they  were  bona 
fide  purchasers  from  Lynes.     Paiob,  J.,  in  delivering  the 
opinion  of  the  court,  says :  "  As  to  all  the  goods,  therefore, 
purchased  by  Thompson  &  Co.,  from  Lynes,  and  paid  for  by 
them,  they  are  entitled  to  the  protection  of  bona  fide  pur- 
chasers without  notice,  even  if  the  delivery  to  Lynes  was  con- 
ditional.   The  nonsuit  was,  therefore,  beyond  all  question 
correct  as  to  the  defendants,  Thompson,  Schoonmaker  and 
Dean,  the  members  of  the  firm  of  Thompson  &  Co."    This 
decision  fully  sustains  the  opinion  expressed  by  Strong,  J.,  in 
Fleemcm  agt.  McKean  (25  Bwrb.,  474, 483, 484),  to  the  effect 
that  when  the  original  owner  voluntarily  places  the  goods  io 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTa  441 

Wait  agt  Green. 

the  hands  of  the  purchaser,  and  then  makes  him  the  ostensible 
proprietor,  a  sale  by  the  possessor  to  a  honafide  dealer,  with- 
out notice,  would  be  valid  and  pass  the  title. 

The  judgment  in  this  case  is  right,  and  must  be  affirmed, 
with  costs. 

All  ooncnrred. 

AfBrmed. 


9 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

CoBNELins  BuBLiNo,  appellant,  agt  Maboabbt  Eino, 

reepondent. 

A  bill  in  equity  for  the  specific  performance  of  a  contract  is  an  applicadon 
to  the  sound  judgment  of  the  court 

The  court  will  require,  as  ground  for  granting  relief  in  the  premises,  that 
the  agreement  sought  to  be  enforced  shall  be  certain  in  its  terms,  matoal 
in  its  character,  finir  and  just,  founded  on  an  adequate  consideration,  and 
be  in  its  nature  and  circumstances  unobjectionable  to  a  court  of  equity. 

In  agreements  between  attorneys  and  clients,  even  though  made  under  sec- 
tion 808  of  the  Code,  the  court  will  observe  the  rule  of  giving  tiie  most 
fttvorable  construction  thereof  in  the  interest  of  clients. 

Eleldy  that  there  should  be  made  by  the  courts,  in  defense  of  the  honor  and 
integrity  of  the  legal  profession,  a  discrimination  between  contracts  pro- 
perly stipulating  a  measure  of  compensation  for  professional  serricea, 
and  those  in  which  attorneys  secure  to  themselves  an  interest  virtually  aa 
owners,  in  the  subject-matter  of  litigation. 

General  Terrrij  First  Deparlmentj  Janua/ry^  1874. 
Davis  P.  e/.,  Daniels  and  Donohue,  JJ. 
McmoN  for  reargument. 

Mr.  Shafeb,  for  appella/rd. 

Mr.  CouBSEN,  for  respondent. 

Davis,  P.  J.^ — It  is  well  settled  that  a  bill  in  equity  for 
the  specific  performance  of  a  contract  is  an  application  to  the 
sound  discretion  of  the  court,  which  withholds  or  grants  relief 
according  to  the  circumstances  of  each  particular  case.  As 
was  well  said  by  Sutherland,  J.,  in  the  court  below,  the 
agreement  sought  to  be  enforced  ^^  must  be  certain  in  its  terms, 
mutual  in  its  character,  fair  and  just,  and  founded  on  an  ade- 
quate consideration,  and  be  in  its  nature  and  circumstances 
unobjectionable  to  a  court  of  equity.'^ 
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The  agreement  in  this  case  was  made  between  attorney  and 
dient,  stipulating  in  behalf  of  the  attorney  for  a  large  share 
of  the  property  in  litigation,  or  to  become  the  subject  of 
litigation  as  a  compensation  for  services  rendered  or  to  be 
rendered,  and  for  expenses  in  the  employment  of  additional 
counsel  ^  and  others  "  iu  behalf  of  the  plaintijff.  It  has  been 
held  that  such  agreements  can  be  lawfully  made  under  section 
803  of  the  Code.  {Benedict  agt.  Stewartj  23  Barb.,  420.) 
But  the  rule  is  still  in  full  force  that  such  agreements  are 
regarded  with  suspicion  by  the  courts,  and  in  case  the  mean- 
ing of  the  instrument  is  not  transparently  obvious  the  most 
&vorable  construction  is  to  be  put  upon  it'  in  favor  of  the 
ch'ent.  {Hutohings  agt.  Van  Brunt,  38  If.  Y.,  386 ;  Brother- 
son  agt.  Conmlus^  26  How.,  213 ;  39  Ba/rh.,  613.) 

Agreements  between  attorney  and  client  of  the  kind  sought 
to  be  specifically  enforced  in  this  case,  when  brought  before  a 
court  of  equity  for  its  consideration,  are  subject  to  the  well 
settled  principles  that  enjoin  it  upon  the  court  carefiiUy  to 
scrutinize  the  dealings  and  contracts  between  attorney  and 
client,  and  to  protect  the  latter  against  every  attempt  of  the 
former  to  gain  any  undue  advantage  over  his  client  All 
presumptions  are  in  favor  of  the  client,  and  there  must  be 
dear  proof,  not  only  of  the  due  execution  of  the  instrument, 
but  also  of  its  integrity  and  entire  fairness,  outside  the  paper 
itself  {Brock  agt.  Barnes,  40  Barb.,  421 ;  Nesbit  agt.  Loch- 
man,  34  N.  Y.,  167,  and  see  opinion  of  Baoon,  J.,  in 
BUchins  agt.  Van  Brunt,  38  iT.  Y.,  842 ;  Story  JSj.,  §§  308 
to  824 ;  Ford  agt.  Harrington,  16  J/'.  Y,  286 ;  Camstock 
agt.  Comstock,  67  Barb.,  463).  It  is,  I  think,  to  be  regretted 
that  the  courts,  in  construing  section  308  of  the  Code,  did 
not  discriminate  between  contracts  properly  stipulating  a 
measure  of  compensation  for  professional  services,  and  those 
iu  which  attorneys  secure  to  themselves  an  interest,  virtually 
as  owners,  in  the  subject-matter  of  the  litigation.  The  con- 
struction which  permits  such  ownership  tends  to  promote 
litigation  in  some  of  its  worst  forms,  and  to  degrade  the  legal 
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profession  by  inyolving  its  members,  who  allow  themselyes 
to  make  such  contracts,  in  practices  which  the  common  law, 
and  formerly  the  statutes  of  this  state,  denounced  and  pun- 
ished as  criminal,  under  the  general  designation  of  diamperly 
and  maintenance.  It  is  quite  easy  to  agree  upon  the  oompoir 
sation  of  an  attorney  without  measuring  it  by  a  share,  or  any 
participation  in  the  property  recovered.  Although  such  con- 
tracts are  probably  enforceable  at  law,  I  think  it  yet  remainB 
to  be  seen  whether  courts  sitting  in  equity  will  classify  th^n 
with  the  kind  to  which  it  applies  its  discretionary  power  to 
compel  specific  performance. 

The  learned  justice  who  tried  this  case  found  as  a  iact  Uiat 
the  agreement  of  plaintiff  was,  on  his  part,  with  intent  ^to 
prosecute  and  carry  on  said  actions  with  the  aid  of  counsel  to 
be  employed  by  him  with  a  view  of  harassing  the  defendant 
in  them  into  some  settlement  or  result  similar  to  that  whiah 
actually  took  place."  The  evidence  quite  justified  this 
finding,  for  it  shows  that  while  the  present  plaintiff  brought 
the  heavy  artillery  of  able  counsel  into  the  case  and  another 
person  as  attorney  of  record,  he  devoted  himself  to  the 
guerrilla  tactics  of  hanging  upon  the  flanks  of  the  enemy  to 
annoy  him  with  affidavits  and  orders,  injuncticms,  receivers, 
motions  and  stays,  till  he  was  glad  to  surrender  at  discretion. 
The  counsel  for  Mr.  King  testifying  on  behalf  of  the  present 
plaintiff  says,  ^^  I  was  never  more  harassed  in  a  litigation  in 
my  life  than  I  was  by  Mr.  Burling's  services  in  that  case 
*  *  *  I  would  come  to  my  office  in  the  morning  and  find 
a  bundle  of  affidavits  and  notices  of  motion.  I  would  do  my 
best  to  reply  to  them,  but  before  I  did  it  I  would  find  another 
bundle  of  affidavits.  He  was  always  making  motions  to  dis- 
miss everything  I  did.  I  took  an  appeal  from  an  order,  and 
then  I  had  a  bundle  of  affidavits  to  dismiss  that.  I  don't 
know  how  many  affidavits,  but,  seemingly  from  Germans, 
from  a  great  number  of  persons  an  infinite  number  of  affi- 
davits on  every  conceivable  branch  of  the  case."  And  again, 
after  describing  the  injunctions  and  receivership,  he  says,  ^^I 
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never  was  more  harassed  with  the  efforts  of  an  attorney 

*  *    *    I  was  exceedingly  glad  to  settle. '* 

The  plaintiff  himself  describes  the  character  of  some  por- 
tion of  his  work,  showing  that  it  was  not  limited  to  the  bar 
of  the  court.  ^^  There  has  been,"  he  says,  on  his  direct 
examination,  ^^  a  great  deal  of  money  spent  in  that  suit 

*  *  *  I  would  rather  not  go  into  particulars  about  the 
matter ;  there  were  matters  that  money  had  to  be  paid  for." 
And,  on  cross-examination,  when  pressed  to  account  for  the 
alleged  disbursement  of  the  money  paid  him  by  Mrs.  King, 
"  You  are  now  getting  beyond  my  recollection ;  I  kept  no 
account  of  that  matter  at  all;  I  was  continually  going  to 
lager  bier  saloons  and  to  all  sorts  of  places  where  money  had 
to  be  spent."  And  when  closer  pressed  he  says :  ^^  I  object 
to  giving  these  details  for  the  reason  that  a  great  part  of  this 
business  is  confidential,  entirely,  with  all  these  parties." 
When  asked  by  his  counsel  to  state,  generally,  how  much 
time  was  consumed  in  procuring  the  affidavits  and  papers  up 
to  the  time  of  the  injunction  and  motion  to  vacate,  the  plain- 
tiff answered :  I  cannot  say,  further  than  that  my  time  was 
almost  continually  occupied  in  obtaining  the  affidavits  and 
papers  in  that  printed  book  ;  it  took  almost  the  whole  of  my 
time  during  that  period ;  there  were  a  great  many  papers 
and  affidavits  drawn  that  were  not  used — ^affidavits  taken  from 
parties  to  prevent  them  from  being  afterward  used  against  us ; 
there  was  a  great  pile  of  them." 

It  seems  to  me  impossible  to  conceive  a  better  illustration 
of  the  injurious  effect  of  such  agreements  between  attorney 
and  client  than  the  disclosures  of  the  plaintiff  himself  present, 
nor  stronger  reasons  why  a  court  of  equity  should  refuse  to 
enforce  a  contract  which  finds  its  consideration  in  the  services 
he  described  and  proved. 

It  is  true  the  learned  judge  who  pronounced  the  opinion  at 
general  term  fell  into  an  error  of  fact  as  to  the  time  when 
Mrs.  King  paid  to  plaintiff  the  $625,  which  he  admitted 
he  had  received.     He  supposed  it  was  after  the  making  of 
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the  contract  when  in  fact  it  was  before ;  and  upon  this  error 
he  based  a  strong  argument  in  fBLvor  of  affirming  the  judg- 
ment, but  the  court  below  fell  into  no  such  error ;  and  omit- 
ting all  that  was  said  on  that  subject  by  the  learned  judge  in 
his  opinion,  reasons  quite  abundant  f6r  affirmance  still  remain. 

The  court  below  justly  regarded  the  payment  of  the  $1,500 
counsel  fee  on  the  settlement  as  a  fact  strongly  indicating  the 
impropriety  of  a  specific  performance.  It  is  true,  the  counsel 
employed,  with  sagacious  prudence,  had  that  sum  made  pay- 
able by  the  decree  directly  to  himself ;  but  he  testified  him- 
self that  he  was  not  employed  by  Mrs.  King  but  by  the  present 
plaintiff,  and  looked  to  him  alone  for  his  compensation.  He 
was  therefore  Burling's  counsel  and  agent,  and  what  he  did 
must  be  regarded  as  Burling's  act ;  and  it  appears  that  it 
was  approved  by  him.  If  the  contract  meant  anything,  it 
meant  that  the  plaintiff  should  pay  all  the  expenses  of  counsel ; 
whatever  was  got  from  the  other  side  for  that  purpose  belong 
justly  and  equitable  to  Mrs.  King,  yet  with  that  sum  virtually 
in  plaintiff's  pocket  (for  it  relieved  him  pro  tcmto  from  his 
liability  to  his  counsel),  he  asks  a  court  of  equity  still  to  com- 
pel the  conveyance  to  himself  of  one-third  of  the  real  estate 
which  was  conveyed  to  Mrs.  King  by  her  husband  on  the 
settlement  The  refusal  of  justice  Suthebi^ani)  to  do  this 
seems  to  me  to  have  been  altogether  right.  He  turned  the 
plaintiff  over  to  his  remedy  (if  any)  at  law.  The  court  at 
general  term  have  dealt  more  favorably  with  him  in  allowing 
him  to  go  to  a  jury  with  the  question  whether  he  has  not 
already  been  adequately  paid. 

I  think  the  plaintiff  has  no  light  to  complain  of  this  result; 
and  the  order  appealed  from  ought  to  be  affirmed. 
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COURT  OF  APPEALS. 
GsoBas  M.  MiTTNAouT  agt.  John  Kbllt,  Sheriff,  &c. 

Where  a  ehattd  mortgage  conveys  the  whole  stock  hi  trade,  the  whole  con- 
cern f  ormmg  the  grocery  and  liquor  store  of  the  mortgagor,  toith  the 
increase  and  deereaee  thereof ^  and  providhig  for  the  contmned  possession 
of  the  mortgagor,  it  is  fx4d  on  uifaee. 

Although  a  horse,  wagon  and  harness  mortaged,  did  not  constitute  part  of 
the  stock  in  trade  which  was  the  subject  of  *'  increase  and  decrease,*^  yet 
as  to  the  stock  in  trade,  the  mortgage  being  fraudulent  as  against  credi- 
tors, that  fraud  afifected  the  whole  mortgage,  rendering  it  wholly  void. 

Pabkeb,  J, — The  defendant  was  sued  in  the  court  of  com- 
mon pleas  of  the  city  of  New  York,  for  levying  upon  a  horse, 
wagon  and  harness  which  the  plaintiff  claimed  under  a  chattel 
mortgage,  which  had  been  executed  to  him  by  the  execution 
debtor.  The  mortgage  was  given  on  the  12th  of  ^ugust, 
1859,  and  the  execution  was  issued  on  the  27th  of  September, 
1859.  Joseph  Zom,  the  mortgagor,  carried  on  a  family 
grocery  store  in  Third  street,  in  the  city  of  New  York.  By 
the  terms  of  the  mortgage  schedule,  he  mortgaged,  in  addition 
to  the  property  in  controversy,  "the  whole  stock  of  trade  in 
goods,  wares  and  merchandise,  the  whole  concern  forming  my 
grocery  and  liquor  store,  known  as  number  98  Third  street, 
in  the  city  of  New  York,  toith  the  increase  wnd  decrease 
thereqfy^  &c.,  and  until  default  in  the  payment  of  the  money 
secured,  the  mortgagor  was  "  to  remain  and  continue  in  the 
quiet  and  peaceable  possession  of  the  goods  and  chattels,  and 
the  fiill  and  free  enjoyment  of  the  same."  Upon  the  trial 
the  court  dismissed  the  complaint  upon  the  ground  that  the 
mortgage  was  void  upon  its  face,  as  against  the  execution 
Vol.  LVXT  58 
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creditor,  and  judgment  was  entered  for  the  defendant.  The 
general  term  affirmed  the  judgment ;  and  the  only  question 
brought  by  the  appeal  to  this  court  is,  whether  the  mortgage 
is  void  upon  its  face. 

The  mortgaging  the  whole  stock  in  trade,  the  whole  con- 
cern forming  the  grocery  and  liquor  store  of  the  mortgagor, 
with  the  increase  and  decrease  thereof ^  and  the  providing  for 
the  continued  possession  of  the  mortgagor,  can  have  no  other 
meaning  than  that  the  mortgagee  should  all  the  time  retain 
a  lien  on  the  whole  stock  by  way  of  mortgage,  the  mortgagor 
making  purchases  from  time  to  time  and  selling  off  in  the 
ordinary  manner;  the  intent  being  not  to  create  an  absolute 
lien  upon  any  property,  but  a  fluctuating  one,  which  should 
open  to  release  that  which  should  be  sold,  and  take  in  what 
should  be  newly  purchased.  This  is  just  such  an  arrangement 
as  was  held,  in  JSdgeU  agt  HaH  (5  Sdd.^  213),  to  render  the 
mortgage  void.  The  case  cf.nnot  be  distinguished  from  that, 
and  the  law  as  pronounced  in  that  case  must  be  held  appli- 
cable to  this* 

True,  in  this  case,  the  horse,  wagon  and  harness  in  question 
did  not  constitute  part  of  the  stock  in  trade,  which  was  the 
subject  of  the  ^^  increase  and  decrease "  spoken  of ;  yet  if^ 
as  to  the  stock  in  trade,  the  mortgage  was  fraudulent  as 
against  creditors,  that  fraud  infected  the  whole  mortgage,  and 
it  is  wholly  void  {Ooodrich  agt.  DownSy  6  HiU^  438 ;  Mackie 
agt.  Ca/imSy  5  Cow.y  647,  580 ;  Orover  agt.  Wakeman^  11 
Wmd,,  187,  225). 

I  am  of  the  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  judgment  appealed 
from  should  be  affirmed. 

Affirmed. 
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8UPEEME  COUET. 

AzABTAH  BooDY,  refipoiidesit,  agt  Danisl  Dbew  and  otherg, 

appellants. 

When  a  joint-stock  operation  has  been  adjusted  by  the  distribution  of 
stock  pro  ratay  according  to  the  interest  paid  for  by  the  parties,  said 
adjustment  cannot  be  disturbed  at  the  instance  of  one  of  the  stock- 
holders. 

Managers  appointed  in  pursuance  of  a  jointure  of  interests,  to  conduct 
the  affairs  of  the  parties  joined,  are  liable  for  neglect  or  fraud,  but  the 
stoddiolders  stand. to  each  other  in  the  relation  of  co-owners  of  the  pro- 
perty managed,  and  cannot  be  made  liable  for  the  acts  of  their  managers. 

General  Term^  January^  1874. 

Fanohbb,  J, — The  case  made  by  the  complaint  may  be 
briefly  stated.    The  allegations  are  substantially  these : 

1.  That  the  firm  of  Kenyon  Cox  &  Co.  (composed  of  Ken- 
yon  Cox,  Horace  Manuel,  William  M.  Hutchison  and  Daniel 
Drew)  and  Azariah  Boody  (who  is  the  plaintiflF),  Milton  Cort- 
wright,  Abraham  B.  Baylis,  Stephen  H.  Alden,  John  M. 
Hutchison,  Sidney  Dillon  and  John  S.  Casement,  entered 
into  an  agreement,  in  December,  1871,  to  be  interested,  in 
certain  agreed  proportions,  in  the  purchase,  sale  and  ultimate 
diWsion,  of  71,000  shares  of  the  common  stock  of  the  Toledo, 
Wabash  and  Western  Bailway  Company,  and  to  share  in  the 
profit  and  loss,  in  the  like  proportions.  Managers  named 
were  to  buy  and  carry  the  stock  nntil  November  1,  1872. 

2.  That  the  title  to  said  stock  should  be  taken  by  four 
managers,  viz. :  Daniel  Drew,  Milton  Cortwright,  Abraham 
B.  Baylis  and  Kenyon  Cox,  who  should  buy,  sell  and  manage 
the  same  till  November,  1872;  and  that  the  managers  might 
increase  the  number  of  shares  by  buying  and  selling  ^'  puts.'' 
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3.  That  the  proportions  in  which  said  parties  should  be 
interested  in  said  stock  were  as  follows:  Azariah  Boodj, 
12,500  shares;  Daniel  Drew,  80,000  shares;  Milton  Cort- 
Wright,  7,500  shares ;  Kenyon  Cox  &  Co.,  6,000  shares ;  Ste- 
phen H.  Alden,  5,000  shares;  John  M.  Hntchison,  5,000 
shares;  Abraham  B.  Baylis,  2,000  shares;  Sidney  Dillon, 
2,000  shares ;  John  S.  Casement,  2,000  shares. 

4.  That  each  party  should  furnish  to  the  managers  the 
money  and  securities  required  to  buy  and  carry  his  agreed 
proportion  of  the  stocks,  or  be  subject  to  sale  and  forfeiture ; 
and  that  the  managers  might  employ  brokers  to  buy  and  sell 
stocks,  and  might  sell  privileges  to  put  and  call  the  stock. 

5.  That  the  managers  should  not  deal  in  said  Toledo, 
Wabash  and  Western  Railway  stock  on  their  indiyidnal 
account. 

6.  That  the  managers  should  keep  accounts  of  all  the  trans- 
actions. 

7.  That  the  transactions  should  be  closed  November  1, 
1872,  and  the  respective  parties  should  then  take  from  the 
managers  their  ratable  proportion  of  the  shares  on  hand, 
paying  to  the  managers  their  ratable  proportion  of  the  cost 
and  bearing  their  ratable  proportion  of  any  losses  that  might 
result. 

8.  That  on  the  1st  of  November,  1872,  the  managers  repre* 
sented  that  88,500  shares  were  on  hand ;  that  they  had  ooet 
$6,767,619.89;  that  the  plaintiff's  proportion  of  the  shares 
was  15,600  shares,  and  his  proportion  of  the  ooet  was 
$1,192,936.68;  that  thereupon  said  managers  demanded 
that  the  plaintiff  should  take  up  such  15,600  shares,  and 
should  pay  therefor  such  last-mentioned  sum ;  and,  as  he  is 
informed  and  believes,  said  managers  made  similar  demands 
upon  others  of  the  subscribers  to  said  contract,  that  they 
should  take  np  their  proportion  of  said  shares  on  hand,  and 
pay  their  proportion  of  the  cost  prioe,  as  above  stated. 

9.  That  the  managers  violated  their  agreement  not  to  desi 
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with  the  stock  on  their  individual  acoonnt,  had  dealt  therein 
and  ^^  turned  in  their  stock"  to  the  account  of  the  associates. 

10.  That  the  managers  had  improperly  managed  the  trust, 
and  made  improper  charges  to  the  cost  of  carrying  the  stock ; 
that  they  have  not  properly  accounted;  that,  in  adjusting 
with  the  plaintiff,  they  had  put  on  him  some  of  their  indi- 
vidual shares  as  a  part  of  the  stock  belonging  to  the  associ- 
ates, and  that  upon  a  proper  accounting  between  the  mana- 
gers and  associates,  and  between  the  associates  themselves, 
<<  there  will  be  found  due  to  the  plaintiff  a  large  sum  of 
money,"  without  saying  from  whom — by  implication  from 
the  managers. 

11.  That  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  an  account  from  the 
managers. 

The  complaintsprays  that  the  managers  may  account  accord- 
ingly: 

^^  And  that  an  account  may  be  had  and  taken  between  the 
several  subscribers  to  the  said  contract  of  December,  1871, 
of  all  the  transactions  had  and  conducted  thereunder." 

That  each  subscriber  may  be  decreed  to  pay  to  the  others 
whatever  may  bo  found  due,  and  the  plaintiff  offers  to  pay 
what  he  may  be  found  to  owe. 

And  that  plaintiff  may  have  "  such  other  or  further  relief 
as  the  court  may  seem  proper." 

It  is  apparent  from  the  complaint  that  the  plaintiff's  right 
to  an  account  is,  upon  the  facts  stated,  a  right  against  the 
managers  alone.  It  depends  upon  the  stipulation  of  the 
agreement  and  the  transactions  of  the  managers.  It  does  not 
depend  upon  the  plaintiff's  ignorance  of  the  state  of  the 
general  partnership  account.  If  it  did,  that  account,  by  the 
plaintiff's  own  showing,  cannot  be  reopened  at  so  late  a  day, 
except  for  sufficient  cause  stated  as  against  all  the  associates. 
It  must  have  been  adjusted  between  the  managers  and  other 
associates  when  their  several  rights  to  the  shares  of  stock 
were  ascertained,  and  the  stock  distributed,  on  the  first  of 
Kovember,  1872.     vThe  plaintiff  alleges  that  the  managers 
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made  demands  upon  the  several  associates  for  their  contribu- 
tions, and  states  that  he  took  his  share  of  the  stock.  That 
could  not  be,  unless  the  shares  of  the  other  associates  were 
ascertained.  The  plaintiff  makes  ground  for  the  irresistable 
inference  that  the  other  associates  took  their  shares  of  the 
stock  as  well  as  himself  The  complaint  does  not  State  any 
&cts  sufficient  to  authorize  the  reopening  of  that  adjustment, 
except  as  to  the  managers.  It  alleges  that  the  plaintiff  took 
his  share  of  the  stock,  retiring  his  securities ;  and,  if,  as  it 
must  be  inferred,  the  other  associates,  on  the  first  of  Novem- 
ber, 1872,  also  took  from  the  managers  their  shares  of 
stock,  they  must  severally  have  made  their  respective  adjust- 
ments with  the  managers.  What  ground  of  complaint  has 
the  plaintiff  against  any  of  th^  associates,  to  reopen  an 
adjustment  of  accounts  thus  deliberately  made  ?  The  only 
grounds  stated  in  the  complaint  are,  that  the  managers  viola- 
ted their  independent  agreement  not  to  deal  in  the  stock  on 
their  individual  account ;  that  the  managers  had  improperly 
managed  the  trust ;  had  made  improper  charges  to  the  cost 
of  carrying  the  stock,  and  have  not  properly  accounted.  Let 
it  be  granted.  It  then  follows  that  the  plaintiff  may  have 
his  action  against  the  managers,  and,  if  he  substantiate  his 
allegations,  may  have  redress  to  the  amount  he  has  be^i 
damnified.  But  it  by  no  means  follows  that  the  plaintiff  can 
elect  for  the  other  associates  to  undo  the  November  settle- 
ment, or  call  on  them  for  a  further  account,  or  compel  them 
to  submit  to  the  plaintiff's  desire  for  a  new  adjustment. 

The  plaintiff  must  have  assented  to  one  adjustment  when 
he  took  his  share  of  stock.  The  other  associates  may  prefer 
to  keep  their  stock  apportioned  when  the  plaintiff  took  his 
share.  Before  they  could  be  induced  to  come  into  the  new 
position  where  the  plaintiff  seeks  to  place  them,  they  might' 
wish  to  consider  whether  they  had  better  surrender  what  they 
received  in  the  November  settlement,  and  claim  a  new  deal, 
or  whether  their  interests  are  best  subserved  by  standing 
upon  the  settlement.    Oertainly  they  hate  the  right  to  adhere 
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to  the  settlement  if  tJiej  wish  to  do  so,  and  the  plaintiff  has 
no  right  to  volunteer  as  their  champion  to  break  it  up.  He 
may  act  for  himself,  but  not  for  them,  unless  they  consent, 
which  they  have  not  done. 

The  plaintiff,  as  it  appears  from  the  complaint,  is  dissatis- 
fied with  the  adjustment  made  between  the  managers  and  the 
other  associates.  He  has  set  forth  nothing  that  would  induce 
the  court  to  set  aside  the  adjustment  as  to  any  of  the  associ- 
ates except  the  managers.  The  plaintiff  retains  all  the  stock 
be  received.  He  does  not  offer  to  return,  or  allege  his  ability 
to  return,  any  part  of  it.  He  does  not  allege  that  any  other 
associate  is  dissatisfied,  nor  that  any  of  them  but  the  managers 
had  any  participation  in  or  suspicion  of  any  act  or  omission 
of  the  managers,  of  which  the  plaintiff  complains.  The 
plaintiff  should  be  left  to  make  out  his  case  against  the  mana- 
gers if  he  can.  But  before  he  can  have  all  the  associates 
summoned  to  respond  to  his  action,  he  must  allege  some  cause 
of  action  against  them.  His  complaint,  as  it  now  stands, 
alleges  no  cause  of  action  against  any  of  the  defendants  except 
the  managers.  He  states  that  ^^  although  he  has  taken  up  his 
stock  and  redeemed  the  securities  deposited  by  him  with  said 
managers,  he  has  been  unable  to  obtain  from  them  a  state- 
ment of  the  transactions  conducted  by  them  under  and  in 
pursuance  of  said  contract."  If  the  plaintiff  has  taken  his 
share  of  the  stock,  he  has  had  all  the  advantage  of  the  same. 
He  may  have  sold  it  and  received  the  proceeds.  He  does 
not  offer  to  return  the  stock  nor  the  proceeds  of  it,  but  avails 
himself  of  the  benefit  of  the  agreement  to  the  extent  of 
receiving  all  ^^  his  share  of  the  stock."  He  is  not  in  a  position 
to  call  any  of  the  associates  to  account,  except  the  managers, 
and  the  complaint  is  not  sufiicient,  in  my  judgment,  to  enable 
him  to  do  so,  as  against  the  other  associates. 

The  only  portion  of  the  complaint  relied  upon  by  the 
plaintiff  in  the  particular  which  calls  for  an  account  from  the 
associates,  other  than  the  managers  is  the  following  : 

'^And  plaintiff  further  alleges  that  the  managers  have  not 
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accounted,  in  respect  to  the  transactions  covered  by  the 
agreement  of  December  22,  1871,  and  on  information  and 
belief,  that  the  acconnts  between  the  several  associates  in 
respect  thereto  are  unadjnsted  and  unsettled,  and  that,  if  said 
accounts  were  adjusted  and  settled  between  the  managers  and 
the  associates,  and  between  the  several  associates  as  between 
themselves,  there  will  be  found  to  be  due  to  this  plaintiff  a 
large  sum  of  money .'^ 

But  this  paragraph  of  the  complaint,  in  connection  with  all 
other  averments  therein,  and  the  prayer  thereof,  make  out  no 
more  than  a  cause  of  action  against  the  managers.  It  is  as  to 
"  the  transactions  covered  by  the  agreement,"  in  respect  of 
which  the  plaintiff,  on  information  and  belief,  alleges  the 
accounts  between  the  several  associates  are  unadjnsted  and 
unsettled.  Yet  those  transactions,  so  far  as  to  apportion  the 
stock,  were  assented  to  by  the  plaintiff.  None  of  the  associ- 
ates, except  the  plaintiff,  may  complain  of  the  adjustment  of 
those  ''  transactions."  If  they  received  their  portion  of  stock, 
when  they  were  entitled  to  it,  in  November,  1872,  they  may 
be  satisfied.  If  any  sum  be  found  due  the  plaintiff,  as  claimed 
in  the  complaint,  it  is  not  averred  that  it  will  be  due  from 
any  but  the  managers.  Nor  are  any  facts  alleged  from  which 
it  would  result  that  any  one  is  liable  to  the  plaintiff  except 
the  managers. 

I  think  the  judgment  should  be  reversed,  with  costs,  and 
the  demurrer  sustained,  with  liberty  to  the  plaintiff  to  amend 
on  payment  of  costs. 
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COUET  OF  COMMON  PLEAS. 
James  A.  Bbown  agt.  Mabgabetta  Nisss. 

If  no  piinted  copies  of  a  case  are  served  by  appellant  on  respondent,  as 
required  by  Rule  50,  then,  if  no  motion  be  made  by  respondent  to  dis- 
miss the  appeal  under  Rule  50,  when  the  cause  is  regularly  reached  in 
its  order  on  the  general  term  calendar,  and  the  answer  of  the  respond- 
ent is  **  ready ,'^  judgment  of  affirmance  rendered  at  general  term  will 
be  sustained. 

The  general  term  has  jurisdiction  of  the  appeal,  to  affirm,  reverse  or  modify 
the  judgment  appealed  from  when  a  case  has  been  made,  settled  and  filed. 

A  party  cannot  plead  his  own  laches  as  cause  for  the  defeat  of  his  antago- 
nist who  has  adhered  to  the  rule  of  court. 

Janua/ry  Special  Term^  1874. 

Motion  to  set  aside,  for  irregnlarity,  judgment  of  affirmance 
rendered  at  general  term. 

J.  F.  Daly,  «/. — Defendant  appealed  to  the.  general  jterm 
of  this  court  from  a  judgment  entered  on  the  report  of  a 
referee.  The  case  on  appeal  was  settled  October  25,  1873, 
and  filed  December  19, 1873.  Due  notice  of  argument  for 
January  general  term,  1874,  was  given  by  respondent,  and 
service  admitted  by  appellant's  attorney.  Note  of  issue  was 
duly  filed  for  January  term,  1874.  No  printed  copies  of  the 
case  were  ever  served  by  appellant  on  respondent  as  required 
by  Kule  60.  Respondent  did  not  make  any  motion  to  dis- 
miss the  appeal  under  Rule  50.  When  the  cause  was  regu- 
larly reached  in  its  order  on  the  general  term  calendar 
respondent  answered  ready.  Appellant  stated  to  the  court 
that  the  cases  had  not  been  printed,  and  asked  for  a  postpone- 
ment of  the  argument.  This  was  refused  and  appellant  not 
being  ready  to  argue  the  appeal,  judgment  of  affirmance  was 
rendered  by  the  general  term. 
Vol.  XL VI  69 
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Appellant  now  moves  at  special  term  to  set  aside  snch 
judgment  as  irregular,  on  the  ground  that  where  the  appellant 
has  failed  to  serve  printed  copies  of  the  case,  pursnant  to 
Kule  50,  the  respondent  cannot  wait  and  take  an  aflSrmance 
of  the  judgment  appealed  from  when  the  cause  is  reached, 
but  must  move,  under  Kule  60,  to  dismiss  tlie  appeal.  The 
practice  of  the  superior  court  to  that  effect  is  cited  in  support 
of  this  view  (36  Eqw.  Pr.  -B.,  366 ;  2  Sweeny,  700 ;  1  Janes 
ds  Spencer  J  502). 

The  answer  to  this  application  is,  that  the  general  term 
of  this  court,  with  knowledge  of  all  the  foregoing  facts, 
allowed  the  respondent  to  take  an  affirmance  of  the  judg- 
ment, and  did  not  require  him  to  move  to  dismiss  the  appeal 
for  want  of  service  of  the  printed  papers.  That  disposition 
of  the  question  settles  the  practice  in  this  couit,  which 
would  seem  to  be  that  suggested  in  the  superior  court  in 
1862  {OcUes  agt.  Oraupey  15  Abb.  Pr.  Ji.y  263).  It  was  there 
said  that  the  remedy  to  dismiss  the  appeal  was  not  exclnsiye, 
but  respondent  might  wait  and  take  affirmance  by  de&ult  if 
appellant  had  not  served  his  papers.  The  general  term  has 
jurisdiction  of  the  appeal,  to  affirm,  reverse,  or  modify  the 
judgment  appealed  from,  when  a  case  has  been  made,  settled 
and  filed  (3  £em.y  341 ;  id.y  344 ;  29  Barb.y  367 ;  32  Barb., 
664).  The  nonnservice  of  printed  papers  gives  the  respondent 
the  right  to  make  a  summary  motion  to  dismiss  the  appeal 
If  he  do  not  choose  to  do  so,  but  waits  until  the  appeal  is 
regularly  called  on  for  argument,  it  is  so  much  to  the  advan- 
tage of  the  appellant,  who  is  thus  given  additional  time  to 
print  and  serve  copies  of  his  case.  But  for  giving  such 
advantage  to  the  appellant  respondent  does  not  and  ought  not 
to  loose  his  term,  if  his  case  be  regularly  reached.  This 
would  be  allowing  appellant  to  benefit  by  his  own  laches. 
The  practice  followed  by  the  general  term  must  be  con- 
sidered as  settling  the  question  in  this  court 

Motion  denied. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

No.  1* 

James  A.  Saxton  &  John  Db  Wolb  agt.  John  A.  Dodgb, 
John  Stevenson  &  Jacob  Polhemus. 

No.  2. 

Same  agt.  Same. 

No.  8. 

James  A.  Saxton  agt.  Same. 

No.  4. 

The  Wayne  County  National  Bane  op  Ohio  agt.  Same. 

In  an  action  against  three  defendants  who  were  copartner  and  for  a 
partnership  debt,  who  appear  and  answer  b  j  the  same  attorneys  and  by 
a  joint  answer,  and  two  of  the  defendants  have  con^promised  and  settled 
their  proportion  of  the  joint  liability,  a  notice  of  trial  served  by  the 
plaintiff  in  the  action,  in  the  ordinary  form  upon  the  sarviving  attorney, 
the  other  haying  died,  with  a  notice  indorsed  on  the  same,  to  the  effect 
^^  thcU  iu>  per8(mal  ciawn  is  or  ieiU  be  made  on  the  trial  of  the  eauee  aa  againH 
the  dtfendants  who  have  eompromisedy  either  for  damagee  or  eoete^  and  that 
judgment  toitt  be  demanded  onlf/  as  against  the  drfendant  who  h<u  not  setded 
for  the  amount  qf  damages  and  costs  for  which  he  may  be  Uable^^^  is  regular 
as  to  all  the  defendants. 

And  where,  on  the  trial  of  the  cause  under  such  notice,  the  attorneys  f<Hr 
the  defendants  announce  that  they  appear  on  the  trial  only  for  and  in 
behalf  of  the  defendants  who  have  compromised,  and  not  for  the  other 
defendant,  a  verdict  against  all  the  defendants,  and  the  judgment  entered 
thereon  against  aU  the  defendants,  is  a  verdict  regularly  rendered  and 
a  judgment  regularly  entered  as  against  all  the  defendants.  The  pro- 
ceedings on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs  in  procuring  judgment  in  such  a 
case  are  regular. 

Such  verdict  and  such  judgment  is  not  taken  by  default  as  against  the 
defendant  who  has  not  compromised,  or  as  against  the  defendants  who 
have  compromieed. 
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A  motion  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  who  has  not  compromised,  made 
more  than  a  year  after  the  Judgment  was  entered,  and  he  had  notice  of 
it,  to  set  aside  the  Judgment  as  against  him  for  irregolarity,  is  too  late. 

Where  the  agreement  for  the  compromise  or  composition  of  the  Joint  lia- 
bility of  the  defendants  in  an  action,  pending  in  this  state,  is  made  Id 
Ohio,  the  agreement  is  to  be  construed  by  the  laws  of  New  York  and 
not  by  the  laws  of  Ohio. 

It  is  no  defense  to  the  defendant  who  has  not  compromised  that  Uie  other 
defendants  are  discharged  from  their  proportion  of  the  Joint  liability; 
it  appearing  that  the  agreement  was  made  and  discharge  given  after  the 
copartnership  was  dissolved. 

Buch  a  composition  or  compromise  with  two  of  the  defendants  and  joiDt 
debtors  does  not  discharge  the  other  defendant  and  Joint  debtor,  flis 
liability  continues. 

Monroe  Special  Temiy  JunCy  1873. 

Thbsb  four  actions — and  one  other,  James  A.  Saxton  and 
John  De  WoUb  agt.  the  same  defendants^  impleaded  with  one 
Ephraim  BaU — were  brought  in  the  county  of  Cayuga,  New 
York,  and  commenced  by  se/vice  of  summons  on  each  per- 
sonally, in  March,  1867,  on  the  defendants,  John  A.  Dodge 
of  Auburn,  N.  Y.,  John  Stevenson  of  Canada,  and  Jacob 
Polhemus  of  Michigan,  who  composed  the  firm  of  "  Dodge, 
Stevenson  &  Co."  These  defendants — ^Dodge,  Stevenson  and 
Polhemus — appeared  jointly  by  Bathbun  &  Sittser,  their 
attorneys,  in  all  five  actions,  and  served  their  joint  answer 
therein  in  May,  1867.  These  answers  were  all  amended 
March,  1868.  Demurrers  were  interposed  by  the  plaintiffs 
to  these  amended  answers  May,  1868,  which  were  argned 
August,  1868,  and  sustained,  and  orders  duly  entered  and 
served.  From  these  orders  the  defendants  jointly  appealed 
to  the  general  term,  by  their  said  attorneys.  The  appeals 
were  argued  and  decision  rendered  in  March,  1870,  in  part 
affirming  and  in  part  reversing  the  orders  of  the  special  term, 
and  orders  entered  and  served  accordingly  by  the  plaintife 
July,  1870.  Mr.  Bathbun,  one  of  the  attorneys  for  the 
defendants,  died  in  January,  1870,  and  service  of  the  orders 
of  the  general  term  were  served  on  Mr.  Sittser,  the  surviving 
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attorney.  The  general  term  orders  allowed  the  defendants  to 
amend  such  of  their  answers,  as  to  which  the  demurrers  were 
sustained,  within  twenty  days,  upon  payment  of  costs  of  the 
demurrers  to  such  answers,  but  they  never  amended  those 
answers  or  paid  costs.  Notice  of  trial  in  the  several  actions 
in  the  usual  form,  for  the  Cayuga  October  circuit,  commenc- 
ing October  3d,  1870,  was  served  personally  by  the  plaintiffs 
upon  Mr.  Sittser,  the  surviving  attorney  for  the  defendants, 
on  the  19th  day  of  September,  1870,  Mr.  Sittser  retaining 
the  copies  served,  and  giving  admission  of  service.  Upon  the 
back  of  each  notice  of  trial  so  served  was  indorsed  a  notice, 
as  follows :  "  You  will  also  take  notice,  that  no  personal  claim 
is  or  will  be  made  on  the  trial  of  this  cause  as  against  the 
defendants  Dodge  or  Polhemus,  either  for  damages  or  costs, 
and  that  judgment  will  be  demanded  only  as  against  the 
defendant  Stevenson  for  the  amount  of  damages  and  costs 
for  which  he  may  be  liable." 

These  four  causes  were  moved  for  trial  by  the  plaintiffs 
October  18,  1870,  counsel  appearing  in  behalf  of  Stevenson 
only,  and  making  a  motion  to  put  the  causes  over  the  term, 
Mr.  Sittser  being  present.  The  motion  was  denied  and  the 
causes  proceeded  to  trial  in  their  order,  and  a  jury  empaneled. 
Mr.  Sittser  and  the  counsel  who  had  made  the  motion  in 
behalf  of  Stevenson  appeared  and  were  present.  At  the  clooa 
of  the  plaintiffs'  case  in  each  suit,  the  same  counsel  who  had 
appeared  for  Stevenson  only  on  the  motion  to  postpone, 
stated  "  that  he  appeared  simply  for  the  purpose  of  object- 
ing to  the  inquests,  in  behalf  of  Dodge  and  Polhemus,"  the 
other  defendants,  and  put  in  evidence  the  plaintiffs'  said  notice 
of  trial  and  the  stipulation  indorsed  thereon.  No  other  evi- 
dence was  introdnC/Cd  by  the  defendants,  and  the  jury,  under 
the  instruction  of  the  court,  rendered  their  verdict  in  each 
case  for  the  full  amount  claimed. 

On  the  13th  day  of  October,  1870,  judgments  were  entered 
upon  the  verdicts  in  each  of  the  four  actions,  as  follows : 
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No.l. 

Damages $4,987  83 

Costs 213  61 

$5,201  43 

No.i. 

Damages $16,095  16 

Costs 216  67 

16,311  83 

No.Z. 

Damages $9,747  33 

Costs 213  61 

9,960  94 

No.  4:. 

Damages $14, 194  66 

Costs 213  61 

14,408  27 

Total $45,882  47 


And  notice  of  snch  judgments  was  served  on  Mr.  Sittser, 
personally,  the  same  day,  and  received  and  retained  by 
him. 

No  substitution  of  attorneys  for  the  defendants  or  either  of 
them  was  ever  made,  and  no  notice  was  ever  given  the  plain- 
tiffs' attorneys  that  Mr.  Sittser  did  not  continue  the  attomej 
for  the  defendants  and  each  of  them. 

Mr.  Sittser  wrote  Stevenson  that  the  causes  were  noticed 
for  trial  for  said  October  circuit  about  the  time  the  notices 
were  served,  and  Stevenson  received  the  letter,  and  retained 
the  counsel  who  appeared  for  him  and  made  the  motion  for 
the  postponement  of  the  trial. 

No  other  proceedings  were  had  in  the  actions  until  the 
service  of  the  papers  for  this  motion,  March  22, 1873. 

On  the  18th  day  of  February,  1870,  and  after  the  appeals 
were  argued  at  general  term,  but  before  the  decisions  were 
rendered,  the  plaintiff  Saxton,  in  behalf  of  the  plaintifb  in 
the  five  suits,  met  the  defendant  Dodge,  by  appointment,  of 
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which  the  other  defendants  were  both  notified  by  Dodge,  but 
which  appointment  they  did  not  meet  owing  to  other  engage- 
ments, at  Cleveland,  Ohio,  for  the  purpose  of  effecting  a 
settlement  of  the  suits,  when  the  following  agreement  was 
made  and  executed,  which  Dodge  carried  out  on  his  part,  and 
received  a  release  accordingly  : 

^^  Whereas  the  following  entitled  suits  are  depending  in 
the  supreme  court  in  the  county  of  Cayuga,  in  the  state  of 
New  York,  upon  certain  promissory  notes  heretofore  executed 
by  the  firm  of  Dodge,  Stevenson  &  Co.,  to  Ball,  Baff  & 
Saxton,  viz :  James  A.  Saacfton  agt.  Johm,  A.  Dodge^  John 
Stevenson  cmd  Jaodb  Polhemns  /  James  A.  Saxton  amd  John 
De  WoO)  agt.  Saws  Defendwnts;  Jamss  A.  Saxtath  and 
John  De  Wbli  agt.  Same  Defendants ;  The  Wayne  Cmcnty 
NaiiondL  Ba/nJc  agt.  Same  Drfendamis. 

'^  And,  whereas,  there  is'  also  another  suit  pending  in  the 
same  supreme  court  for  patent  fees,  wherein  the  said  James 
A.  Saxton  and  John  De  Wolb  are  plaintiffs,  and  the  said 
Dodge,  Stevenson  &  Polhemus  are  the  real  defendants, 
although  Ephraini  Ball  is  also  a  defendant  with  them  upon 
the  record,  and,  whereas,  the  above  named  defendants, 
except  the  above  named  Ephraim  Ball,  are  jointly  indebted 
upon  said  promissory  notes  as  the  makers  thereof,  to  the  said 
several  plaintiffs,  and  have  also  a  common  interest  in  the 
subject-matter  of  the  said  suit  instituted  and  pending  for 
patent  fees  as  aforesaid,  and,  whereas  John  A.  Dodge,  one 
of  the  defendants  in  tlie  aforesaid  suits,  proposes  to  make  a 
compromise  with  said  plaintiffs  of  his  liability  in  said  suits, 
and,  whereas,  the  said  John  A.  Dodge  has  this  day  paid  to 
the  said  plaintiff,  James  A.  Saxton,  in  hand,  the  sum  of 
$10,000,  and  has  also  herewith  executed  and  delivered  to 
the  said  James  A.  Saxton  his  four  pt*omissory  notes  of  even 
date  herewith,  payable  at  the  Cayuga  County  National  Bank 
at  Auburn,  in  the  state  of  New  York,  with  interest  at  seven 
per  cent,  as  follows :  One  for  $1,333.33,  at  three  months  from 
date;  one  for  $3,222.22,  at  six  months  from  date;  one  for 
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$3,222.22,  in  eighteen  months  from  date ;  all  payable  to  the 
order  of  said  James  A.  Saxton.  Now,  in  consideration  of 
the  said  promise,  I,  the  said  James  A.  Saxton,  do  hereby 
release  and  exonerate  and  discharge  the  said  John  A.  Dodge 
from  all  and  any  liability  by  him  incurred  or  to  which  he  is 
subject  as  one  of  the  makers  of  said  promissory  notes  or 
either  of  them,  so  far  as  the  same  are  embraced  in  auj  of 
the  afbresaid  suits  to  which  I  am  a  party ;  and  also  from  all 
liability  to  which  he  is  or  would  otherwise  be  subject  by 
reason  of  his  connection  with  the  subject-matters  of  said  suit 
for  patent  fees  as  afbresaid.  But  this  release  is  not  designed 
and  shall  not  be  construed  to  impair  the  right  of  the  said 
James  A.  Saxton  and  John  De  Wolb,  or  either  of  tliera,  to 
proceed  in  said  suits  or  either  of  them,  against  the  said  John 
Stevenson  or  Jacob  Polhemus,  or  either  of  them,  nor  in  any 
way  to  impair  their  liability  as  joint  debtors  with  said  Dodge 
in  said  suits. 

"  And  the  said  James  A.  Saxton,  in  consideration  of  the 
premises,  further  agrees  with  the  said  John  A.  Dodge,  that 
the  said  Wayne  County  National  Bank  shall  and  will  release 
the  said  John  A.  Dodge  from  all  further  liability  upon  the 
promissory  notes  upon  which  its  said  suit  is  brought,  and  that 
he  will  indemnify  and  save  harmless  the  said  John  A.  Dodge 
from  all  further  liability  to  said  bank  upon  said  notes ;  bat 
said  release  shall  be  without  prejudice  to  the  rights  of  said 
bank  to  proceed  in  said  suits  against  the  other  makers  of  said 
notes,  to  wit,  the  said  John  Stevenson  and  Jacob  Polheinus. 

^^  It  is  understood  that  the  said  Stevenson  and  Polhemus, 
by  severally  giving,  within  two  weeks^  their  notes  for  like 
amounts,  and  of  the  same  terms  and  effect  with  the  notes 
given  to  said  Saxton  by  said  Dodge  as  aforesaid,  shall  be 
severally  entitled  to  a  like  release  from  their  said  liability  as 
is  hereby  given  to  said  Dodge. 

"  The  notes  upon  which  said  suits  are  brought,  when  paid, 
are  to  be  canceled  by  said  James  A.  Saxton,  and  by  him 
delivered  to  said  John  A.  Dodge. 
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—  ■"■  ■ 

"  Executed  and  delivered  in  Cleveland,  OUd^  Pfebruarjr  18, 
1870. 

(Signed)  « JAMES  A.  SAXTON."     . 

A  copy  of  this  agreement  was  sent  by  Dodge  lo  both 
Stevenson  and  Folhemus. 

The  defendant  Polheinus  complied  with  the  provisions  oi 
the  agreement,  and  received  a  release,  the  same  as  that  given 
to  Dodge. 

The  defendant  Stevenson  sent  his  notes  to  be  delivered  to 
Saxton  as  provided  for  by  the  agreement,  but  withdrew  them 
before  delivery,  for  the  reason,  as  he  stated,  that  he  could  not 
meet  them,  and  he  never  did  perform  under  the  agre^ent, 
and  the  causes  were  noticed,  and  tried  as  hereinbefore  stated. 

On  the  same  day  that  the  judgments  were  entered  in  the 
four  suits,  Saxton  executed  and^  acknowledged,  in  behalf  of 
all  the  plaintiffs  therein,  a  release  to  Dodge  entitled  in  the 
four  suits,  with  a  statement  of  the  judgment  entered  in  each 
suit,  as  follows : 

"Whereas  the  judgments,  of  which  the  foregoing  are 
abstracts,  were  and  each  of  them  was  for  a  joint  liability  of 
the  defendants  therein  named,  and,  whereas,  the  said  John 
A.  Dodge  has,  under  and  pursuant  to  chapter  257  of  the 
statutes  of  the  State  of  New  York,  made  a  separate  com- 
position or  compromise  of  his  individual  liability  upon  said 
judgments  and  each  of  them,  by  the  payment  upon  the  same 
of  the  sum  of  $1,100,  now,  therefore,  this  note  or  memo- 
randum in  writing  is  made  by  the  said  plaintiffi  respectively, 
under  and  pursuant  to  said  statute  above  mentioned,  and  as 
evidence  of  said  composition  or  compromise  made  as  aforesaid. 

Dated  October  13, 1870." 

t 

A  like  instrument  was  at  the  same  time  executed  and 
delivered  to  Polhemus  and  both  were  filed,  October  19th, 
1870. 

Stevenson  wrote  Saxton  several  letters  both  before  and 
after  the  trial,  and  after  the  decision  of  the  general  term 
Vol.  XL VI  60 
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upon  the  demnrrerB,  seeking  a  more  favorable  compromiee  of 
his  proportion  of  these  claims  embraced  in  these  judgments. 
This  correspondence  continued  down  to  less  than  a  year  before 
the  motion  papers  were  served.  These  letters  bear  date, 
March  23d,  1870,  February  Ist,  1871,  September  26th,  1870, 
and  April  2d,  1872. 

In  August,  1871,  Saxton,  as  owner  of  these  judgments, 
brought  an  action  in  equity  against  Stevenson  and  another  to 
set  aside  the  sale  or  transfer  by  Stevenson  of  certain  real 
estate,  for  the  purpose  of  satisfying  these  judgments  against 
him.  Stevenson  and  the  other  defendant  appeared  by 
attorney  and  answered  in  this  action  in  November,  1871. 

And  afterwards  procured  an  open  commission  for  their 
examination  in  Canada  as  certified  in  their  own  behalf. 

This  commission  was  executed  on  the  6th  day  of  February, 
1872,  at  Napanee,  Ontario,  «nd  Stevenson's  testimony  was 
taken. 

It  appeared  from  this  testimony  of  Stevenson,  and  from 
other  papers,  that  the  linn  of  Dodge,  Stevenson  &  Co.  was 
dissolved,  and  ceased  doing  business  on  the  10th  day  of 
March,  1866,  and  on  that  day  sold  and  transferred  their  busi- 
ness, property  and  effects  to  The  Dodge  and  Stevenson  Manu- 
facturing Company. 

Under  this  state  of  facts,  Stevenson  by  his  counsel  on  the 
22d  day  of  March,  1873,  served  the  motion  papers  for  this 
motion,  claiming  that  the  verdicts  upon  which  the  said  judg- 
ments were  recovered  were  taken  by  default,  as  to  said  Steven- 
son, and  asking  that  the  verdicts  and  judgments  recorded 
thereon  in  each  action  be  set  aside  and  opened,  because  of 
such  default,  and  that  Stevenson  have  leave  to  pay  costs  of 
the  said  demurrers,  and  to  make  and  serve  an  amended 
answer  in  each  action,  conforming  to,  or  avoiding  the  objec- 
tions stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  general  term,  or  avoiding 
the  grounds  upon  which  such  demurrers  were  sustaikied ;  and 
to  make  and  serve  supplemeintal  answers  setting  up  the  facts 
relative  to  the  said  release  and  discharge  in  Ohio,  and  the 
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farther  compromises,  releases  and  discharge  made  after  the 
entry  of  the  judgments  to  Dodge  and  PolhemaS|  etc. 

H.  V.  HowLASDyfar  motion. 

I.  The  defense  is  one  that  arose  after  the  action  was  com- 
menced, and  had  been  in  progress  for  three  years. 

Bat  it  is  a  perfect  defense  to  all  the  partners. 

The  settlement  and  compromise  with  one  partner,  daring 
the  existence  of  the  partnership  is  a  good  defense    to  all. 

Whether  we  take  the  Ohio  statnte  or  the  New  York  statute 
{See  Ohio  Statute^  4  vol.  Stat,  at  Large^  p.  450 ;  4  Ba/fb.^  92 ; 
1  Demoy  30). 

II.  This  was  a  plain  case  where  Dodge,  as  a  partner,  col- 
luded with  plaintiff  and  deceived  Stevenson. 

This  is  apparent  from  all  the  facts  (10  Hov).^  801 ;  3  AUb.^ 
446 ;  22  Rc/w.^  477 ;  6  Hmx).^  296 ;  26  JSTom?.,  394 ;  14  JTow?., 
446). 

BoLLiN  Tbaot,  opposed. 

L  These  judgments  were  recorded  more  than  one  year 
(more  than  two  years)  before  this  motion  was  noticed. 

This  is  against  the  express  provision  of  the  statute  and  of 
the  Code. 

By  the  2d  Bevised  Statute  (Edmond's  ed.),  page  371,  sec- 
tion 2,  it  is  provided : 

^^  Ko  judgment  in  any  court  of  record  shall  be  set  aside 
for  irregularity  on  motion,  unless  sucli  motion  be  made 
within  one  year  after  the  time  such  judgment  was  recorded '' 
ILawSy  1817). 

And  by  the  Code,  section  174,  it  is  provided : 

(1.)  ^^  The  court  may  likewise  m  its  discretion^  and  upon 
such  terms  as  may  be  just,  allow  an  answer  or  reply  to  be 
made,  or  other  act  to  be  done  after  the  time  limited  by  this 
act ;  or  by  an  order  enlarge  the  time ;  and. 
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(2.)  ^^  May  also,  in  its  discretion,  and  upon  such  terms  as 
may  be  just,  at  any  time  within  one  year  after  notice  thereof, 
relieve  a  party  from  a  judgment  or  order,  or  other  proceeding 
taken  against  him  through  his  mistake,  inadvertancc,  sur- 
prise or  excusable  neglect."     ****** 

This  motion  comes  directly  within  these  statutes. 

And  the  court  has  no  jurisdiction  to  entertain  the  motion, 
as  the  period  of  one  year,  the  time*  limited  within  which  the 
court  can  exercise  a  discretionary  power,  has  long  since 
expired  {See  Park  agt.  Church,  5  How.,  458 :  Whitney  agt. 
Kenyon,  7  How.,  458 ;  Van  Benthuysen  agt.  Lyle,  8  How., 
812 ;  Martin  agt.  Lott,  4  AVb.,  365  ;  Cook  agt.  Dickerson,  1 
Duer,  687 ;  The  M.  <&  M.  Bk.  of,  c&c.,  agt.  Boyd,  3  Benio 
257 ;  Armory  agt.  Armory,  3  Aib.  [iT.  S.],  16). 

These  statutes  and  these  cases  must  be  conclusive  of 
this  motion. 

II.  Even  if  the  court  entertains  the  motion,  on  the  merits, 
the  papers  must  disclose  such  a  state  of  facts  as  will  convince 
the  court  that  this  is  not  a  case  where,  in  the  exercise  of  its 
discretion,  the  motion  should  be  granted. 

Any  fraud  or  deception  practiced  by  the  defendant  Dodge 
upon  his  copartners  and  codefendant  Stevenson,  can  have  no 
eflfect  upon  the  rights  of  these  plaintiffs  who  have  in  nowise 
participated  in  such  deception.  That  is  a  matter  to  be  settled 
between  Dodge  and  Stevenson,  and  these  plaintiflk  should 
not  be  embarrassed  or  delayed  thereby  from  the  collection  of 
their  claims. 

III.  These  judgments  were  not  taken  by  default  in  any 
sense,  certainly  not  in  the  sense  contemplated  by  the  Code. 

IV.  First.  The  agreement  sought  to  be  set  up  by  the 
answers,  is  not  one  to  which  the  Ohio  laws  apply,  but  one 
which  must  be  construed  by  the  laws  of  New  York. 

Although  it  is  an  agreement  made  in  Ohio,  it  is  to  take 
effect  and  become  operative  in  New  York,  for  the  suits  it  is 
intended  to  affect  are  pending  in  New  York  {See  2  KerU 
Com.,  11th  ed.,  595 ;  Pom^roy  agt.  Ainsworth,  22  Ba/ri., 
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120 ;  B<ymm  agt.  IfeweUy  13  N.  F.,  290 ;  Le  Bnt^ni  agt. 
Miles^  8  PaigSy  261 ;  BeU  agt.  Bruen^  1  How,  U.  -&,  552 ; 
ThompBon  agt.  Ketchum,  4  Johna,^  285 ;  iZyfifo  agt.  6r6^6?- 
nm^?,  3  iT.  F.,  269). 

Second.  It  is  no  defense  under  the  laws  of  Ohio  {See  R. 
S.  of  Ohioy  vol.  l^page  905  ;  Laws  of  Ohioy  1857,  page  94). 

Third.  It  is  no  defense  under  the  laws  of  New  York. 
{See  4  a.  S.  [Edmonds  ed.]^  page  450 ;  Zmos  of  N.  ,F., 
1838,  chap.  257. 

V.  The  motion,  in  any  view  of  the  ease,  should  be  denied, 
with  costs  in  each  action. 

James  C.  Smffh,  J. — The  motion  is  based  on  an  alleged 
irregularity  in  the  proceedings  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff, 
and  is  also  addressed  to  the  discretion  of  the  court. 

The  alleged  irregularity  is  the  want  of  due  notice  of  trial. 
But  the  notice  served  on  Mr.  Sittser,  the  surviving  attorney 
of  the  defendants,  after  the  death  of  his  partner,  was  regular 
and  sufficient.  The  plaintiff's  proceedings  were  regular,  and, 
if  they  were  not,  the  motion  to  set  them  aside  for  irregularity 
is  too  late,  more  than  a  year  having  elapsed  since  the  pay- 
ment was  rendered,  and  the  defendants  had  notice  of  it. 

So  far  as  the  motion  is  addressed  to  the  discretion  of  the 
court,  the  principal  ground  urged  for  it  is  that  the  defendant 
ought  to  have  an  opportunity  to  set  up  in  his  answer  the  dis- 
charge of  his  copartners.  To  this  there  are  insuperable 
objections. 

In  the  first  place,  it  is  not  probable  that  the  matter  alleged 
would  constitute  a  defense  if  it  were  pleaded.  The  compro- 
mise between  Saxton  and  Dodge,  though  made  in  the  state 
of  Ohio,  was  made  in  view  of  the  laws  of  this  state,  and 
there  can  be  no  doubt,  that  in  consideration  of  all  the  cir- 
cumstances attending  it,  its  effect  is  to  be  determined  by  the 
laws  of  this  state.  The  papers  read  on  this  motion  show  very 
satisfactorily  that  when  the  compromise  was  made,  the 
partnership  had  been  dissolved.     That  being  the  case,  the 
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compromise  was  valid  under  the  laws  of  this  state,  and  did 
not  discharge  Stevenson  from  his  liability.  {Laws  1838, 
oJuip.  267.) 

But  waiving  the  question  of  the  merits  of  the  proposed 
defense,  the  delay  and  the  conduct  of  the  defendant  with 
reference  to  the  compromise,  have  been  such  that  he  ought 
not  to  be  permitted  to  set  it  up  at  this  late  day,  as  matter  of 
&vor.  His  correspondence  shows  that  he  was  informed  of 
the  compromise  soon  after  it  was  made,  and  several  months 
before  the  trial.  Also,  that  he  was  informed  of  the  trial  and 
its  result,  in  the  fiEdl  of  1870.  No  satisfactory  excuse  is 
shown  for  his  neglect  to  move  \n  season.  The  claim  that  he 
was  ignorant  of  the  legal  effect  of  the  compromise,  is  no 
^cuse.  It  appears  very  clearly,  by  his  own  letters,  that 
when  he  was  informed  of  the  compromise,  he  acquiesced  in 
it,  and  executed  certain  promissory  notes  with  the  intention  of 
delivering  them  to  Saxton  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the 
compromise.  Afterwards  he  recalled  the  notes,  and  declined 
to  deliver  them,  on  the  sole  ground  that  he  was  unable  to 
pay,  and,  as  late  as  the  26th  of  September,  1870,  he  wrote  to 
plaintiff,  promising  to  pay  him  when  able.  That  letter  was 
written  several  days  after  the  causes  were  noticed  for  trial, 
and  from  its  tenor  and  other  circumstances,  disclosed  by  the 
papers,  it  is  apparent  the  defendant  was  informed  of  the  fact 
that  the  causes  had  been  noticed  when  he  wrote  the  letter. 
In  short,  the  case  looks  as  if  the  defendant,  having  full  know- 
ledge of  the  compromise  and  of  the  plaintiff's  proceedings 
in  the  action,  made  up  his  mind  that  it  was  useless  to  defend, 
as  he  was  unable  to  pay,  and  the  plaintiff  would  be  unable 
to  collect  any  judgment  he  might  recover. 

In  addition  to  all  this,  is  the  circumstance  that  an  action  in 
equity  has  been  commenced  against  Stevenson  and  others,  to 
enforce  the  judgments,  in  which  action  Stevenson  appeared 
and  joined  issue,  as  long  ago  as  in  November,  1871. 

Motion  denied,  with  ten  dollars  costs. 
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Anna  Horn  agt.  Matthew  T.  Brennan,  Sheriff,  &c. 

A  judge  at  special  tenn  has  no  power  to  make  a  waiver  of  a  material  issue 
in  the  pleadings  a  condition  of  opening  a  default  and  inquest  taken  at  the 
trial  term.    Such  an  order  is  appealable  as  involving  a  substantial  right 

General  Temiy  December^  1873. 

Present^  Chief  Justice  Babbottb,  Justices  Curtis  cmd 
Van  Vorst. 

An  inqpest  was  taken  in  Part  I  for  the  smn  of  $5,000,  in 
April,  1873. 

On  motion  made  before  jadge  Sedqwiok  at  special  term 
in  May,  1873,  to  open  the  default  and  set  aside  the  inquest, 
the  defendant  was  allowed  to  come  in  and  defend  upon  the 
issue  raised  in  the  pleadings  as  to  the  value  and  quantity  of 
the  plaintiff's  chattels  aUeged  to  have  been  seized  and  sold  on 
^e  execi^ion  against  William  Horn,  tlie  plaintiff's  husband, 
but  the  issue  of  title  in  the  husband  to  the  chattels  was 
excluded  from  the  answer.  The  opening  of  the  inquest  and 
setting  aside  the  default,  was  made  conditional  upon  the  with- 
drawal from  the  answer  by  defendant  of  all  allegations  of  the 
plaintiff's  want  of  title  to  the  chattels,  &c.  From  this  condi- 
tional order  reducing  the  issues  to  an  assessment  of  damages 
the  defendant,  the  sheriff",  appealed  and  made  a  motion  to 
stay  plaintiff's  proceedings  pending  appeal,  and  also  for  a 
commission. 

MoNELL,  J. — The  defendant  may  have  an  order  that  a 
commission  issue,  as  asked  for  in  the  order  to  show  cause, 
but  without  a  stay  of  proceedings.  It  is  evident  that  any 
testimony  taken  under  the  commission  can  be  made  available 
only  upon  a  reversal  of  the  order  opening  the  default,  and 
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therefore  until  the  condition  reducing  the  issues  to  a  mere 
assessment  of  damages  is  removed  no  testimony  to  be  taken 
under  the  commission  can  be  used. 

The  pending  appeal  from  the  order  containing  the  condition, 
will  waive  the  question  both  of  its  appealability  and  of  tiie 
power  of  the  court  to  make  such  a  condition,  and  I  think 
there  is  suflScient  in  the  nature  of  the  order  appealed  from  to 
bring  it  within  the  question  affecting  a  substantial  right,  and 
therefore  making  it  appealable.  At  least  I  cannot  say  the 
question  is  free  from  doubt,  whether  the  condition  was 
unauthorized  is  a  question  to  be  disposed  of  on  the  appeal, 
and  is  fairly  raised  by  the  appeal  {AUen  agt.  Maper^  20  Wed. 
R.,  633). 

There  must  be  a  stay  pending  the  appeal  to  the  general  term. 

T.  C.  Cbonin  &  A.  Goodwin,  ybr  appeTUmt 
E.  Lauderbach  &  H.  MoBBis80N,y(>r  re^poThd'CrU^  claimed 
that  the  order  was  not  an  appealable  one,  and  that  the  condi- 
tion in  the  order  was  in  the  power  of  the  judge  at  special 
term  to  make. 

Mr.  chief  justice  Babboub  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court  orally,  and  fidd^ 

First  That,  as  the  order  of  the  judge  at  special  term  denied 
the  right  of  trial  by  jury  of  the  issue  made  by  the  pleadings 
as  to  the  plaintiff's  title  to  the  chattels,  it  denied  a  substantial 
right  and  the  order  was  an  appealable  one. 

Second.  That  the  judge,  at  special  term,  had  not  the  power 
to  make  a  waiver  of  a  material  issue  in  the  pleadings  a  condi- 
tion of  opening  a  default  and  inquest  taken  at  the  trial  term. 
That  the  power  was  confined  to  the  question  of  costs  and  pro- 
ceedings in  the  case  if,  in  the  opinion  of  the  judge  at  sp^ial 
term,  the  default  was  excused. 

Third.  That  the  order  of  the  judge  at  special  term  is 
reversed  and  the  case  restored  to  the  calendar  for  trial,  upon 
all  the  issues,  on  payment  of  plaintiff^s  costs  up  to  the  time 
of  inquest. 


NEW  York:  practicb  bepobts.  481 


Orof ot  agt.  Bnmdl 


N.  T.  COMMON  PLEAS. 
Andbsw  J.  Cbofut  and  others  agt.  John  Bbandt. 

The  nAdr^  is  not  entitled  to  any  other  fees  than  those  expressly  allowed 
by  statute. 

Where  a  Judgment  is  recovered  in  the  marine  court,  and  a  transcript  filed 
with  the  county  derk,  such  judgment  becomes  a  Judgment  of  this 
court,  and,  on  an  execution  issued  thereon,  the  sheriff  is  entitled  to  the 
same  fees  as  if  the  Judgment  was  recovered  therein. 

If  the  executicm  had  issued  on  the  Judgment  in  the  marine  court,  no 
greater  poundage  could  be  claimed.    {Per  J.  F.  Dalt,  J.) 

On  an  execution  the  sherifTs  poundage  is  limited  to  two  and  a  half  per 
cent  on  two  hundred  and  fifty  dollars,  and  one  and  a  quarter  per  cent 
on  the  excess  of  two  hundred  and  fifty  dollars.  His  cbaige  for  adver- 
tising sale  is  limited  to  two  dollars,  with  one  dollar  additional  if  the  execu- 
tion is  stayed  after  advertising  and  before  sale.  His  fee  for  receiving 
and  entering  execution  is  fifty  cents,  and  for  return  thirteen  cents ;  and 
for  travel,  if  not  more  than  one  mile,  six  cents. 

The  sheriff,  on  execution,  is  not  entitled  to  claim  expenses  paid  to  keepers, 
ncMT  for  charges  for  cartage  or  storage,  nor  auctioneer's  chaiges  for  sell- 
ing goods,  except  when  he  sells  by  an  auctioneer  at  the  request  of  the 
party,  nor  charges  for  insurance,  nor  for  cataloguing  goods,  nor  for 
refunding  purchasers'  deposits. 

If  any  claim  arises  in  the  sheriiTs  favor  for  extra  services  outside  the 
scope  of  his  official  duty,  his  remedy  ib  by  action.  Such  claim  or  claims 
or  expense  cannot  be  allowed  on  taxation  wliich  is  limited  to  the 
adjustment  of  statutory  fees  only. 

If  the  case  ot  Smith  agt.  Baldwin  (9  J<^n,  R,  228)  is  an  authority  for  the 
sheriffs  extra  chaiges  it  should  not  be  followed,  as  it  has  been,  in  prin- 
ciple, overruled  by  subsequent  case?.    {For  J.  F.  Dalt,  J.) 

Oeneral  Term^  Februa/ryy  1874. 

Before  Judges  Loew,  Labbsmobb  a/nd  J.  F.  Dalt. 

In  this  case  thepIaintifiB  recovered  jadgment  against  the 

defendant  in  the  marine  court  for  $989,81 ;  a  transcript 

thereof  was  filed  in  the  ofSce  of  the  clerk  of  the  city  and 

county  of  New  York ;  execution  was  issued  out  of  this  courts 
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and  the  eherifi  levied  npon  the  defendant's  goods.  The 
defendant  caused  the  sheriff's  bill  to  be  taxed  by  one  of  the 
jndges  of  this  court ;  from  the  taxation  the  sheriff  appeal^ 
to  the  general  term.  The  &cts  appear  in  the  followiig 
opinion  of  the  judge  on  the  taiuition. 

BoBiNSON,  J. — The  execution  in  this  case  was  issued  out  of 
this  court  to  the  sheriff  againt  the  property  of  the  defendant^ 
npon  a  judgment  of  the  marine  court,  which,  by  virtue  of 
the  filing  of  a  transcript  in  the  ofl9ce  of  the  derk  of  the  city 
and  county  of  New  York,  under  the  provisions  of  section  M 
of  the  Code,  became  a  judgment  of  this  court.  It  directed 
the  levy  and  collection  of  the  amount  of  the  judgment, 
$989,31,  with  interest  from  July  9th,  1872,  and  on  the  next 
day  the  sheriff  levied  upon  sut&cient  property  of  the  defend- 
ant, consisting  of  straw  and  other  kinds  of  hats,  and  office 
fiimiture,  situate  at  99  Spring  street,  to  satisfy  the  execution, 
which  was  at  once  advertised  for  sale.  The  sale,  however, 
was  not  commenced  until  July  16th,  when,  as  it  was  being 
proceeded  with,  it  was  stopped  by  an  injunction,  and  whatever 
deposits  had  been  made  by  purchasers  were  refunded  them. 
Under  this  condition  of  the  case  the  following  bill  is  pre- 
sented for  taxation  by  and  on  the  part  of  the  sheriff,  for  his 
fees  and  charges : 

1.  Poundage  on  an  execution  of  $989  81 $25  98 

2.  Levy  and  return 3  69 

3.  Expenses  keeping  and  watching  property  where 

levied  on 150  00 

4.  Labor,  boxing  property,  &c 20  00 

5.  Amounts  paid  for  cartage 110  50 

6.  Storage  and  insurance 45  00 

7.  For  services  preparing  goods  for  sale,  and  cata- 

logue on  sale  and  on  refunding  deposits  on 
service  of  injunction. 65  00 

Total $419  17 
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The  sheriff,  as  well  as  all  other  public  o£See^  are,  at  com- 
mon  law,  entitled  to  no  compensation  for  performing  any  acts 
of  official  duty,  but  by  statute  certain  amounts,  by  way  of 
fees,  are  allowed  to  be  received  and  collected  by  them,  but 
there  is  a  general  prohibition  against  their  taking  or  receiving 
any  other  or  greater  fee  or  reward  for  any  service  than  that 
allowed  by  law  (2  R.  S.  630,  §  5) ;  also  from  demanding  any 
fee  or  compensation  allowed  by  law  for  any  service,  unless  it 
is  actually  rendered  (w?.,  §  6),  and  any  violation  of  these  pro- 
visions is  made  a  misdemeanor,  and  the  person  guUty  thereof 
is  made  liable  to  the  party  aggrieved  in  treble  damages  {id.y 
§  7).  It  is  also  made  the  duty  of  every  court,  at  which  a 
grand  jury  is  summoned,  to  charge  it  specially  to  inquire  into 
any  violation  of  law  {Chap.  455  of  the  Lo/wb  of  1841,  § 
17).  Notwithstanding  these  guards  against  extortion  by  pub- 
lic officers,  the  b^l  presented,  I  regret  to  say,  is  but  a  speci- 
men of  those  emanating  from  the  sheriff's  office  that  are 
brought  to  the  notice  of  this  court.  By  statute  that  officer  is 
allowed,  for  serving  an  execution  for  the  collection  of  money, 
six  cents  per  mile  for  traveling  to  make  service,  for  going 
from  the  court-house ;  for  collecting  the  sum  of  $250,  two 
cents  and  five  mills  per  dollar,  and  for  every  dollar  collected 
more  than  $250,  one  cent  and  two  and  a  half  mills ;  a;d ver- 
tising  goods  and  chattels  for  sale,  two  dollars,  and  if  the 
execution  be  stayed  or  settled  after  advertising  and  before 
sale,  one  dollar ;  for  returning  a  writ,  twelve  and  a  half  cents 
(2  R.  S.y  644  §  33) ;  and  by  the  act  of  1850,  chapter  225,  section 
1,  he  is  allowed  a  further  fee  of  fifty  cents  for  receiving  and 
entering  the  execution.  I  find  no  warrant  in  any  of  the 
statutes  for  any  other  charges  in  addition  to  these  fees  for 
expenses  or  disbursements  incurred  in  executing  such  a  pro- 
cess. In  certain  other  cases  provision  is  made  for  his  compen- 
sation, expenses  and  disbursements,  to  wit,  by  act  of  1880,  chap- 
ter 800,  section  57,  in  certain  proceedings  by  way  of  attach- 
ment in  addition  to  specified  fees,  he  is  to  be  awarded  such 
additional  compensation  for  his  trouble  and  expenses  in  taking 
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poBseeeion  and  preeeiring  the  property  attached,  also  for 
making  an  inrentory  and  apprai^  and  for  drafting  and  0(^7- 
ing  the  inventory,  as  may  be  certified  or  allowed  by  the 
taxing  oflScer.  So  by  section  315  of  the  Code  on  claim  and 
delivery  of  pergonal  property  he  is  allowed  his  lawfol  fees  for 
taking,  and  his  necessary  expenses  for  keeping  the  same ;  and 
by  section  348  on  proceeding  nnder  a  statnte  authorized  by 
the  Code,  the  same  fees  and  compensation  for  services,  and 
the  same  disbnrsements  as  are  allowed  for  like  services  by 
diapter  five  of  title  1  of  part  3  of  the  Revised  Statates  (3  JR.  S.^  1 
to  13),  which,  according  to  3  Eevised  Statutes,  646,  may  be 
allowed  him  in  addition  to  his  fees,  that  is,  such  compensation 
for  his  trouble  and  expenses  in  taking  possession  and  pre- 
serving the  property  attached,  as  the  officer  issuing  the  war- 
rant shall  certify  to  be  reasonable.  These  enactments  making 
express  provision  for  the  sherifi's  expenses  in  oth^  cases, 
also  preclude  any  implication  that  is  to  be  tacitly  understood 
that  any  not  mentioned  are  to  be  allowed  on  execations 
against  property. 

The  sheriff,  as  well  as  all  other  public  offioersy  accepts  office 
upon  condition  of  performing  its  entire  duties  for  such  com- 
pensation as  is  specifically  allowed  by  express  provision  of 
law,  and  without  right  to  claim  any  other  remoneratiQn. 
This  necessarily  includes  and  limits  the  power  of  the  officer 
to  delegate  to  any  other  person  any  right  to  any  such  extza 
compensation  which  he  could  not  himself  claim.  The  fees 
allowed  are  not  qtUi  quid  honorarvwmy  but  are  for  doing  or 
performing  the  service.  The  officer  takes  his  office  man 
onerey  as  well  with  its  honors  and  profits  as  with  the  dnty  of 
performing  each  service  required  of  him  by  law,  however 
onerous,  expensive  or  responsible.  He  takes  the  good  with 
the  bad,  the  cases  that  are  remunerative  with  thoae  that  are 
expensive,  and  fcM*  sudi  compensation  as  the  law  spo^AetlSj 
affords.  As  to  some  duties,  the  labor  and  responsibility  may 
be  trifling  in  comparison  with  the  reward,  while  as  to  otb^B 
it  mayxbe  wholly  inadequate  for  the  trouble  and  hardship 
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incident  to  the  particular  case.  In  respect  to  ezecutioDs  for 
the  collection  of  money,  he  may,  in  some  cases^  collect  large 
Bums  by  voluntary  payment  or  seizure  of  oc^n,  and  easily 
gain  hU  fees,  while  in  others  he  may  be  involved  in  great 
trouble  and  expense  in  capturing  and  holding  the  property 
until  he  can  effect  a  sale.  Yet  in  the  latter  case  the  law 
affords  him  no  greater  indemnity  or  remuneration  for  tlie 
service  of  the  execution,  notwithstanding  any  hardship  or 
expense  encountered,  than  in  the  former.  In  either  case  he 
can  only  demand  or  receive  the  legal  fees  and  allowances 
made  by  the  statute  intended  for  all  cases.  Even  a  promise 
to  pay  him  extra  compensation  for  extra  services  in  the  per- 
formance  of  his  official  duty  or  such  acts  as  are  incident 
thereto  is  void  {Chitty  on  CowtraciSy  682 ;  HaioktLgt.  Manuy  16 

Wendy  44).  And,  as  senator  Tracey  in  the  latter  case  says, 
^  that  a  pnblic  officer  whose  fees  ai*e  prescribed  by  statute, 
may  maintain  an  action  to  recover  an  additional  sum  promised 
him  by  a  party  for  doing  his  official  duty  is  a  monstrous  pro- 
position, fraught  with  every  kind  of  mischief.  The  pretense 
that  it  is  for  extra  services,  would  cover  any  conceivable  cor- 
ruption or  extortion."  Whatever  care,  labor  or  expense  the 
condition  of  the  property  levied  on  in  this  case  required,  the 
sheriff  was  bound  to  provide,  and  except  as  to  existing  liens, 
bear  as  part  of  his  official  duty  beyond  what  his  fees  afford 
him  by  way  of  compensation  {BtuMe  agt.  BeweSy  6  B.  <6  R.y 
495 ;  %  B.dh  0.,  688 ;  BUke  agt  Hmdoohy  3  Camp.y  874 ; 
^4xteT  agt  Homey  7  M.  <&   TT.,  418 ;  BcUeh  agt.  Ma/nny  15 

Wend,y  and  oases  there  cited). 

As  to  the  extra  charges,  not  specifically  allowed  by  statute, 
the  right  to  charge  by  way  of  taxable  fees  for  any  expense 
ibr  keepers,  has  been  repudiated  in  Downmg  agt  MarshaU 
(87  K  Y.y  880),  Zynoh  agt.  Meyer  (8  Balyy  356),  Lord  agt 
Biehmand  (88  How.y  178).  So  as  to  auctioneer's  charges  in 
selling  the  goods,  because  he  is  bound  to  make  the  sale  of 
the  goods  himself  {Chitty  on  OontraotSy  683 ;  Woodffote  agt 
ICfuUohhdly  2  T.  B.y  157;  Crocker  on  SherifSy  2d  ed.y  §  1, 
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162).  It  is  only  where  he  Belk  the  goods  by  a&  auctiooe^ 
at  tlie  request  of  some  party  that  he  can  make  any  claim 
against  him  for  the  expense  {BueJde  dk  Bare$y  suj^ra). 
As  to  cartage  and  storage,  his  dnty  was  not,  as  in  tlie  ease  of 
an  attachment,  to  keep  and  preserve  the  property  until  the 
farther  order  of  the  conrt,  bat  at  once  to  advertise  and  sell 
the  goods.  If  any  ri^t  of  action  exists  apon  the  part  of  the 
sherilBT  for  extra  services  or  exp^ises  oatside  the  soope  of  hk 
official  duty,  it  most  be  pursued  against  the  party  at  whose 
request  they  have  been  rendered,  and  constitute  no  lien  on 
the  property  levied  on.  They  cannot  be  allowed  on  taxation, 
which  is  limited  to  the  adjustment  of  mere  sti^utory  fees. 
Under  these  views  the  fees  of  the  sherifT,  as  properly  taxable 
in  the  present  case,  are  as  follows : 

Poundage  on  $989,31,  and  interest  to  August  16, 

$9.91 ;  $997.21,  on  $2S0,  at  2^  per  cent $6  25 

On  $747.21,  at  1^  per  cent u 9  85 

Advertising  sale  of  goods 2  00 

Fee  after  advertising  and  before  sale 1  00 

Receiving  and  entering  execution 50 

Travel,  one  mile 06 

Return IZ 

Total $19  29 


At  which  amount  the  bill  is  taxed,  and  the  other  or 
excessive  charges  are  disallowed. 

Bbown,  Hall  &  Yanusspot^Lj  far  the  $her^  and  €ippd- 
lant. 

First.  The  sheriff  is  by  law  entitled  to  the  actual  expenses 

neoessarily  incurred  by  him  in  the  collection  of  an  execution 

{QaUager  agt.  Ega/riy  2  Sa/ndf.,  S.   C,  744 ;  Bright  agt 

SwperviBors^  dfo.j  18  John.y  243  ;  2'he  People  agt.  IJiltan^  12 

Wend.y  267 ;  Smith  agt.  BirdeaUy  9  J.  R.,  328). 
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Second.  The  statute  contemplates  the  taxing  of  fees  othw 
than  those  specifically  named  by  it 

Title  4  of  chapter  10,  part  8,  Bevised  StatuteSy  provides : 

^^  §  3.  The  allowance  of  any  fees  by  this  chapter,  shall  not 
qpply  to  awy  case  where  special  provision  is  made  by  law  for 
any  particiUar  service;  but  the  fees  for  such  service  shall  be 
soeh  as  are  provided  in  the  statute  requiring  the  service  or 
pjTO viding  the  compensation  therefor  "  (3  Ji.  S.^  6th  ed.j  930). 

The  same  chapter  title  5,  provides : 

^^  §  1.  Upon  the  settlement  of  an  execution  by  a  defendant, 
or  upon  settling  any  suit  or  demand,  the  sheriff  or  attorney 
claiming  any  fees  which  shall  not  have  been  taxed,  shall, 
upon  being  required  by  the  defendant,  and  on  his  paying  the 
expense  thereof,  have  his  fees  taxed  by  some  proper  ofiScer 
of  the  court  in  which  the  action  may  be  pending  or  from 
which  the  execution  shall  have  been  issued "  (2  J3.  S.y  6th 
ed.,  932). 

Title  3  of  chapter  10,  already  referred  to,  provides : 

*'  For  the  foUonnng  servicesy  hereafter  done  or  performed 
in  the  several  courts  of  law  or  equity  in  this  state,  by  the 
officers  thereof,  or  in  any  proceeding  authorized  by  law,  the 
foUotoing  fees  shall  be  allowed."  And  then  follows  the  fee 
bill,  including  the  fees  allowed  to  sheriff. 

Third.  The  fees  and  charges  presented  by  the  sheriff  for 
taxation  are  reasonable  and  proper  and  should  have  been 
allowed.  They  were  necessary  in  preserving  the  property 
which  the  process  of  the  court  commanded  him  to  hold. 

Fourth.  The  cases  cited  in  the  opinion  do  not  impair  the 
right  to  compensation  here  claimed. 

Hatch  agt  Mann  was  an  action  on  a  promise  of  extra 
compensation  beyond  the  prescribed  statutoi^  fee  for  a  speci- 
fied service. 

Downing  agt  MarshaUy  arose  on  a  question  of  allowances 
to  counsel  under  the  Code. 

Lynch  agt.  Myers,  it  will  be  seen  was  decided  upon  the 
theory  that  it  was  predicated  on  defendant's  promise  to  pay 
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**  keeper^s  fees,"  as  the  certificate  of  the  taxation  of  those 
fees  by  judge  Clsbkb  shows. 

Mfth.  The  poundage  charged  on  sheriff's  bill  was  correct 
and  die  reduction  erroneous. 

Laws  of  1818  {ehap.  86,  B.  Z.),  created  the  "  court  of  assist 
tant  justices  in  die  cit;  of  New  York,"  also  ^  justices  courts 
in  the  city  of  New  York,"  and  marshals'  and  constables'  fees 
in  both  these  courts  were  the  same,  as  follows : 

For  serving  execution  for  $2.50  or  under $0  25 

For  every  $2.50  thereover 6 

By  the  laws  of  1819  {chap.  71),  the  "justices  court  in  the 
city  of  New  York "  shall  be  called  "  marine  court  of  the 
city  of  New  York."  No  change  was  made  in  the  matter  of 
marshals'  and  constables'  fees. 

Laws  of  1820  (act  of  April  7th),  provided  that  constables 
and  marshals  in  suits  in  courts  of  assistant  justices,  &c.,  have 
same  fees  (on  execution  over  $26),  as  in  the  marine  court ; 
and  the  laws  of  1824  (jp.  298),  allowed  constables  fees  in 
these  courts  on  execution,  at  five  cents  on  every  dollar  thereof 
for  fifty  dollars  or  under,  and  two  and  a  half  cents  on  every 
dollar  above  that  sum. 

By  the  laws  of  1857  (chapter  295),  it  was  provided  *  * 
"  hereafter  all  other  process  (than  summons)  issuing  out  of 
said  marine  court,  shall  be  directed  to  and  served  by  the 
sheriff,"  &c. 

g  2.  ♦  *  ♦  "  And  the  same  fee&  shall  be  paid  for  the 
service  of  any  summons  or  other  process  as  are  now  required 
to  be  paid  for  the  same." 

By  this  last  l^w,  the  fee  to  which  the  sheriff  is  entitled  is 
the  same  as  that  received  by  the  constable.  Tlie  fee  attaches 
to  the  process.  The  only  objection  urged  to  this,  is  the  pro- 
visions of  section  68  of  Code,  that  marine  court  judgments 
shall,  after  filing  of  transcripts,  have  the  same  effect  as  a  lien, 
and  be  enforced  in  the  same  manner  as  and  be  deemed  a 
judgment  of  the  court  of  common  pleas. 
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The  *'  effect "  and  the  manner  of  *'  enforcing  ^  the  judg^ 
merU  cannot  affect  the  Btatntory  fees  on  the  execution.  And 
the  statute  giving  the  fees  was  passed  in  1857)  siw  years  after 
the  passage  of  section  68  in  the  present  ibrm. 

C.  Bainbridob  Smith,  for  defendant  amd  respondent. 

Fi/ret,  At  common  law  a  sheriff  bad  no  right  to  take  fees 
for  performing  any  acts  of  official  duty  {Defw  agt.  Pa/rsonj 
1  OhiUy  R.,  29;  S.  O.y  18  K  C.  L.  R.,  87;  tih&rl&y  v. 
Packer^  1  R6ll%.y  813 ;  Bacon's  Ahr.y  ^'Fese^  A. ;  Com.  Dig., 
''Fees;'  1). 

Second.  By  statute  the  sheriff  is  allowed  to  t^e  eertain 
specified  fees,  and  he  is  prohibited  from  taking  or  receiving 
any  other  or  greater  fees  for  any  services  than  those  pre- 
scribed (2  R.  &,  680,  §§  5,  6,  7 ;  2  id.,  Edmandi  ed.,  668, 
§38;  id.,  669,  §5;  Lome  ^1850,  chap.  226;  id.,  1847, 
cha{p.  455,  §  17  ;  Dovming  agt.  MarehaU,  87  N.  T.,  380). 

1.  The  sheriff  has  no  authority  to  charge  for  keepers'  fees 
in  watching  the  property  {Lynch  agt.  Meyer,  8  Daly,  256 ; 
Lord  agt  Richmond,  38  How.  Pr.  R.,  173 ;  DooLey  agt  Root, 
13  Gray,  303  ;  Krum  agt.  Kmg,  12  Calf.,  417 ;  Maimers  agt 
Ramsey,  2  Disney  [Ohio'],  334 ;  Sewrle  agt.  Blwise,  14  Com. 
B.  N.  8.,  856 ;  EaUiweU  agt.  Heywood,  10  WeMy  R.,  780 ; 
BUke  agt.  Havdoch,  3  Camp.,  374 ;  Buckle  agt.  Bewes,  5 
/>.  cfe  ^.,  498;  /S.  G,  ZB.dk  C,  688). 

2.  The  sheriff  is  not  allowed  for  expenses  paid  for  labor  or 
oartage  {JUathews  agt  Ramsey,  2  Disney  [Ohio'],  334 ;  PAii!- 
2^  agt.  Canterbury,  11  Jf^^.  <£  W.,  608;  Dames  agt. 
Edmonds,  12  i(2.,  30). 

3.  The  sheriff  is  not  allowed  for  storage  and  insuranoe 
{Browni/ng  agt.  Harford,  5  iiKK,  588). 

4.  Nor  for  services  in  preparing  goods  for  sale  {Searle  agt 
Blmse,  14  C.  B.  N.,  856 ;  PhUUps  agt.  Ca/rUerbury,  11 
Mees.ib  F:,618). 

6.  Nor  for  any  service  or  disbursement  not  provided  for 
Vol.  XLVl  62 
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by  the  Revised  SUtatee  {Hatoh  agt.  M(mny  15  Wend.^  49 ; 
B&nediot  agt  TTorreywr,  14  J3i>^.  Pr.  R.^  668 ;  Damee  agt 
-Eamomfo,  12  Jf.  <j6  F.,  80 ;  5twwr  agt.  Pray,  7S.<b  R., 
447). 

Third.  As  the  judgment  had  been  paid  by  the  defendant, 
the  sheriff  had  no  lien  upon  the  goods  he  levied  upon  for  any 
fees  whatever  {Oroft  agt  MerriU,  14  i\r.  T.  A,  456 ;  t/odfc. 
9on  agt.  Anderwrij  4  Fim^.,  474 ;  SherrMn  agt  Boyee,  15 
JMn.,  443). 

J.  F.  Dalt,  J. — ^The  facts  appear  in  the  opinion  of  the 
judge  at  special  term,  whose  order  is  appealed  from.  For  the 
reasons  stated  in  that  opinion,  the  order  should  be  affirmed. 

The  authorities  cited  by  tlie  sheriff  on  tiie  argument  before 
us  do  not  conflict  (except  the  case  of  Smith  agt.  Birdsall  9 
Johns,y  828,  of  which  notice  is  taken  below),  with  the  con- 
clusion therein  arrived  at.  In  Qallagher  agt  £agan  (2 
Swnd.  Sup.  d.y  744),  the  plainti£^  in  an  action  for  the  fore- 
closure of  a  mortgage  was  allowed  to  tax,  as  a  disbursement, 
thirty-seven  and  one4ialf  cents  each  for  serving  notices  of 
object  of  action.  The  sheriff  served  the  notices,  and,  the 
plaintiff  having  paid  him,  desired  to  tax  the  disbursement. 

The  court  said  that  the  expense  was  necessarily  incurred, 
and  was  a  reasonable  disbursement,  that  it  was  unimportant 
whether  the  sheriff  served  them  or  whether  any  otlier  person 
did.  That  it  was  not  allowed  as  sheriff  »s  fees,  but  was  given 
for  an  unofficial  act,  which  could  be  done  by  any  other  per- 
son as  well ;  thirty-seven  and  one-half  cents  was  allowed,  as 
under  the  statute  that  was  the  fee  allowed  in  the  court  of 
chanceiy  for  the  same  service. 

In  the  case  of  Bright  agt.  ITie  Supervisors  of  Chenango, 
(18  Johns.j  248),  the  county  clerk  was  directed  by  statute  to 
procure  the  necessary  books  for  recording  deeds,  <fec.,  and  was 
also  directed  by  statute  to  send  certain  notices  to  judges  and 
justices  of  the  peace. 

The  statute  did  not  provide  for  payment    On  his  applica- 
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tioa  a  mandamns  was.  allowed  to  the  gaperrisors  of  Chenango 
county  to  allow  him  his  diebnrsements  for  the  books  and 
notices,  because  the  books  were  not  for  the  benefit  of  the  offieer, 
but  the  public.  The  tenure  of  his  office  was  during  pleasure, 
and  its  emoluments  were,  jn  most  cases,  moderate,  and  in 
soine  very  small ;  the  books  became  permanent  records  and 
the  property  of  the  county,  and  the  sending  of  the  notices 
was  for  the  benefit  of  the  county. 

In  The  People  ex  rel.  Hilton  agt.  The  Supervisors  (^ 
Albany  (12  Wend.j  257),  the  county  judge  was  required  to 
attend  at  the  county  clerk's  office  and  witness  the  drawing  of 
jnnes  for  the  common  pleas  and  mayor's  courts.  No  com- 
pensation was  provided  by  statute.  A  mandamus  was  allowed 
to  the  supervisors  to  audit  his  claim  for  compensation  for 
such  services,  because  the  practice  of  the  court  had  been  to 
allow  public  officers  compensation  for  the  performance  of 
duties  for  which  no  compensation  is  provided  by  law,  and 
the  l^islature,  knowing  such  practice  (as  it  was  assumed), 
had  made  no  enactment  to  the  contrary,  thus-  tacitly  approv- 
ing it,  and  this  service  had  no  connection  with  the  judge's 
judicial  duties. 

It  will  be  seen  that  in  the  two  latter  cases  the  charge  was 
allowed  as  a  public  charge  against  the  oounty  for  a  public 
service,  and  not  as  an  allowance  to  a  defendant  or  party  to  an 
a<^ion  for  extra  trouble  in  enforcing  process  against  him,  and 
there  is  no  analogy  between  them  and  the  case  at  bar.  It 
will  be  noticed  that  in  the  case  of  Bright  the  tenure  and 
emolument  of  office  are  considered  in  allowing  his  claims.  If 
such  considerations  are  to  enter  into  each  case,  it  can  hardly 
be  contended  that  any  rule  exists  for  the  allowance. 

In  the  case  first  cited  {Oallagher  SLgt.  Mtgan)y  extra  allow- 
ance was  not  made  to  the  sheriff,  but  to  the  plaintiff  in  the 
aetion,  and  the  court  expressly  declared  that  it  was  allowed 
not  as  fees  to  the  sheriff,  but  as  a  disbursement  for  a  non- 
official  act  which  any  person  might  have  performed. 

In  Smith  agt.  BirdsaU  (9  Johas.^  S28),  the  sheriff,  Smith, 
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recovered  judgment  against  Birdsall  for  $61.68  fees  and 
bursements  for  arresting  him  on  an  attachment  for  contempt, 
and  taking  him  to  Albany.  The  court  said  the  chtrges  were 
reasonable  and  jnst,  and  no.  more  than  an  indemnity ;  tbe 
defendant  was  in  contempt  and  liable  to  the  costs  and 
expenses  of  the  attachment ;  the  habeas  corpus  act  allowed  a 
mileage  for  bringing  np  a  prisoner  and  taking  him  back  if 
remanded ;  and  that  where  the  law  is  silent  as  to  charges  for 
particukr  services,  the  court,  if  thej  aUow  anything,  must 
allow  what  is  reasonable. 

If  this  case  might  have  been  considered  authority  for  sudi 
charges  of  the  sheriff  as  those  made  in  the  present  matter,  it 
cannot  be  followed  in  view  of  the  decision  in  HaJtcK  agt 
Mown  (16  Wend.j  44),  and  Downing  agt  Marshall  (87  iT.  Z"., 
880). 

In  the  latter  case  it  is  said,  that  persons  acting  in  aiutre 
droit  as  executors,  administrators,  guardians,  receivers,  &&, 
are,  upon  a  faithful  execution  of  their  trusts,  to  be  indemni- 
fied out  of  the  trust  property  for  all  expenses  necessarily 
incurred  in  the  faithful  performance  of  their  duties.  But 
the  sheriff  is  in  no  sense  here  intended  a  trustee.  Kor  does 
he  act  in  a/utre  droit  in  taking  property  of  the  judgment 
debtor  on  execution. 

The  case  of  Hatch  agt.  Mann  {supra)^  has  been  cited  in 
this  court  at  general  term,  1859  {Dews  agt.  McOiynn  6 
Atb..,  Pr.  R.y  242),  as  authority  for  declaring  an  agreement 
to  pay  extra  fees  to  a  constable,  a  vmd  agreement,  and  the 
supreme  court  at  special  term  (August,  1873,  FovjUer  agt 
The  Mayor^  dkc.^  Daniels,  </.)  has  followed  the  decision  of 
this  court  in  the  order  appealed  from,  and  disallowed  the 
sheriff's  charges  for  keeper's  fees. 

In  the  matter  of  poundage  on  the  execution,  it  seeiiiis  that 
the  sheriff  is  ^ititled  to  no  more  than  upon  executions  issued 
upon  judgments  of  this  court.  This  judgment  of  die  marine 
court,  the  transcript  having  been  filed  with  the  county  dark, 
is  to  be  deemed  a  judgment  of  this  court  (jOods^  %  68 ;  com- 
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pare  ameodment  of  1851  widi  the  section  as  enacted  in 
1849). 

The  execution  having  been  issued  out  of  this  court,  is 
therefore  an  execution  to  enforce  a  judgment  of  this  courts 
and  not  of  the  marine  court.  The  fee  bill  as  to  poundage 
on  executions  tabuing  otU  of  the  marine  oonrtj  cannot  apply 
even  if  any  authority  were  shown,  for  the  poundage  claimed 
on  suc^i  executions.  The  act  of  1824  {page  298),  under  which 
the  charge  is  made,  of  five  cents  for  every  dollar  under  fifty 
dollars,  and  two  and  one-half  cents  for  every  dollar  over  fifty 
dollars  for  serving  executions,  relates  only  to  courts  held  by 
justices  of  the  peace,  and  the  city  and  county  of  New  York 
is  expressly  excepted  from  it  The  fees  allowed  by  the  act  of 
1813  {chap.  86,  E.  Z.,  vol.  2),  viz.,  twenty-five  cents  for  serv- 
ing execution  of  $2.50  or  under,  and  six  cents  for  every  $2.50 
thereover,  were  repealed  by  the  act  of  1838  {chap.  313),  and 
no  other  statute  that  I  can  find,  establishes  for  the  marine 
court,  the  fee  for  serving  execution,  payable  to  constable, 
marshal  or  sheriff. 

Order  appealed  from  aflSrmed. 


LoBW,  c/. — This  is  doubtless  a  hard  case  for  the  sheriff,  but 
there  is  no  authority  in  law  for  allowing  him  such  charges 
and  expenses  upon  the  levying  of  an  execution,  as  are  claimed 
by  him. 

At  common  law  the  sheriff  was  not  entitled  to  charge  any- 
thing for  executing  process  {Cohe  Lik^  368,  b.\  Woodgate 
agt  EmtohbttUj  2  T.  R.y  158;  Dew  agt.  Pwreane^  2  Ba/m. 
<S>  Ald^  565). 

The  right  to  exact  compensation  was  first  given  by  statute 
(23  ff.  b.  o.y  9, 10 ;  29  IXia.  o.,  4),  and  these  early  statutes 
gave  a  certain  amount  per  pound  upon  the  sum  collected  by 
the  levying  of  an  execution,  afterwards  called  poundage,  and 
in  regard  to  other  services  in  the  execution  of  process,  the 
toes  the  dieriff  might  take  for  the  same  were  specifically  fixed, 
and,  in  respect  to  others^  he  might  take  what  be  and  the 
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justices  oonid  agree  upon  {Dalton^s  Sheriff  <?.,  119).  Coke 
says,  in  referring  to  these  and  other  statutes,  that  the  sherifb 
cannot  take  an  jliiing  except  t/^A^r^  and  ao  far  as  these  statntes 
have  allowed  them  {(Joke  ZiLj  868  b). 

With  us  sheriff's  fees  have  been  regulated  by  statute  since 
collonial  times.  Our  statutes  have  always  allowed  pK>undage 
upon  the  levying  and  satisfiustion  of  an  execution,  even  thou^ 
the  sheriff  may  not  sell  the  property  levied  upon  (2  JSev. 
Stat.y  645;  People  agt.  Adamsy  1  Code  Rep.  IN.  ^Sl],  226; 
Bolton  agt  LoAJorenoe,  9  Wend,^  437),  together  with  certain 
other  specific  allowances  for  services  connected  with  execu- 
tions and  other  process. 

The  right  of  the  sheriff  to  compensation  has  been  recog- 
nized in  cases  which  have  been  regarded  as  outside  of  the 
statutes,  some  resting  upon  long  established  custom,  of  whidi 
instances  are  given  in  DaUofCs  Sheriffs  pp.  468,  469,  or  where 
the  service  is  not  in  any  suit  or  process,  bat  for  the  benefit  or 
use  of  the  county,  which  are  the  cases  enumerated  by  judge 
Daly.  But  I  know  of  no  case,  and  apprehend  that  none  can 
be  found,  in  which  it  has  been  held  that  an  expense  incurred 
by  the  sheriff  in  taking  charge  of  the  property  levied  upon, 
or  in  guarding  it,  or  in  arranging  it  for  sale,  can  be  deducted 
by  him  from  the  amount  collected  upon  the  execution,  or 
recovered  by  him  in  any  form ;  all  such  expenses,  charges 
and  services  being  embraced  in  the  general  allowance  made 
to  him  upon  executions  called  poundage. , 

But,  on  the  contrary,  there  are  cases  holding  otherwise. 
Tl)us,  in  BwTde  agt.  Beviee  (6  D.  dk  R.  Z.,  495,  Zh.dk  c, 
688),  where  the  sheriff  retained,  out  of  the  proceeds  of  a  sale 
upon  execution,  the  expense  he  had  been  put  to  in  keeping 
the  goods,  pending  an  injunction  in  chancery,  it  was  held  to 
be  a  taking  of  more  than  the  poundage  allowed  by  the 
statute  of  29  JSZts.,  «.,  4,  and  that  he  thereby  incurred  the 
penalty  of  the  statute  against  extortion.  In  Slater  agt 
Homes.  {7  Mee$.  dk  IF.,  418),  the  sheriff  deducted  from  the 
proceeds  of  a  sale  upon  execution,  expenses  incurrred  in 
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taking  precantionB  to  prevent  a  rescue  of  the  goods,  the 
expense  of  removing  them  for  sale,  and  the  auctioneer's  com- 
missions^ all  of  which  he  was  ordered  by  the  court  to  refund, 
upon  the  ground  that  he  was  only  entitled  to  poundage  under 
the  29  Eliz.^  c.y  4,  and  such  fees  as  were  allowed  by  the  table 
of  fees  in  7  Will.,  4,  and  1  Vict^  c.y  55,  and  see,  to  the  same 
general  effect,  WoodgaU  agt.  KnatchbvU  (supra) j  PhiUipe 
agt.  Ccmterhwry  (11  Mees.  dk  TT.,  619),  MaUhewa  agt 
Bamaay  (2  Disney  [Ohio.\  334),  White  j^,  Madison,  (26 
N.  Y.y  127),  Lynch  agt.  Meyer  (8  Daly^  266), 

For  these  reasons,  in  addition  to  those  given  by  judge 
Dalt  in  his  opinion,  I  agree  that  the  order  appealed  from 
should  be  affirmed. 
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N.  T.  SUPERIOR  COURT. 

Hankah  M.   Nob,   administratrix  of  Ibaao  D.  Hammohd, 

deceased,  agt.  John  S.  Christie. 

An  4tooeuUon  against  the  pevson  of  the  Jadgmeat  debtor,  can  be  issued 
enly  to  a  county  wiUiin  the  Jurisdiction  of  the  court,  after  the  return  ci 
an  execution  against  his  property  returned  unsatisfied  in  whole  or  in 
part  (Code,  %  288). 

The  defendant  in  this  case  being  in  the  custody  of  the  sheriff  of  the  dty 
and  county  of  New  ToHl,  under  and  by  virtue  of  an  execution  issued 
against  his  person,  upon  a  Judgment  of  this  court,  plaintiff  had  no  right 
to  issue  subsequently  upon  the  same  Judgment,  another  execution 
against  defendant's  person  to  the  sheriff  of  Richmond  county. 

The  arrest  under  the  first  execution,  was  a  satisfaction  of  the  Judgment 
while  the  imprisonment  continued ;  and  the  issuance  of  the  second  was 
in  direct  violation  of  the  provisions  of  the  Revised  Statutes  (%  M.  &, 
864,  §7;  8«;.,5(A«1,648,§7). 

Wliile  the  defendant  was  under  arrest  under  the  aforesaid  execution, 
another  execution  against  his  person,  was  issued  to  the  county  of  Rich- 
mond where  he  resided,  upon  another  Judgment  against  bun  in  thii 
court. 

BM,  that  both  executions  be  set  aside,  with  costs. 

At  /Special  Term^  Jcmua/ry  3, 1874. 
Motion  to  vacate  two  exeentlons  issued  against  the  defend- 
ant's person  to  the  sheriff  of  the  cQunty  of  Richmond. 

E.  J.  Pattison,  for  ike  moUon, 
H.  T.  MuBSTON,  opposed. 

Fbeedman,  J. — An  ezecntion  against  property  may  be 
issned  to  the  sheriff  of  any  connty  where  the  judgment  is 
docketed,  and  several  such  executions  may  be  issned  at  the 
same  time  to  different  counties  {Code^  §  287). 
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But  by  the  terms  of  section  288,  an  execution  against  the 
person  of  the  judgment  debtor,  can  be  issued  only  to  a 
county  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  after  the  return 
of  an  execution  against  his  property  unsatisfied,  in  whole  or 
in  part. 

The  defendant  being  in  the  custody  of  the  sheriff  of  the 
city  and  county  of  New  York,  under  and  by  virtue  of  an 
execution  issued  against  his  person  upon  the  judgment  for 
$1,896.18,  plaintiff  had  no  right  to  issue  subsequently  upon 
the  same  judgment,  another  execution  against  defendant's 
person,  to  the  sheriff  of  Richmond  county.  The  arrest  under 
the  first  of  these  executions,  is  a  satisfaction  of  the  judgment 
while  the  imprisonment  continues ;  and  the  issuance  of  the 
second  was  in  direct  violation  of  the  provisions  of  the  Bevised 
Statutes  (2  R.  S.,  364,  §  7 ;  3  ^.  -6\,  Uh  ed.j  643,  §  7). 

The  execution  against  defendant's  person  issued  to  the 
sheriff  of  Richmond  county  upon  the  judgment  for  $124.18, 
was,  perhaps,  properly  issued,  provided  the  action  is  one  in 
which  the  jurisdiction  of  this  court  does  not  depend  upon 
the  personal  service  of  the  summons  upon  the  defendant 
vrithin  the  territorial  limits  of  the  city  and  county  of  New 
York  {See  Lomders  agt.  Staten  IsUmd  JR.  R,  Co.y  14  Ahh. 
{N.  51],  846),  and  provided  an  execution  against  the  property 
of  the  defendant  was  first  duly  issued  to  said  sheriff,  and  by 
him  returned  unsatisfied.  Neither  of  these  facts  was  made 
to  appear  or  was  claimed  to  exist,  although  it  did  appear  that 
defendant  at  the  time  of  his  arrest  in  New  York  under  the 
execution  first  above  referred  to,  was  a  resident  of  the  county 
of  Richmond.  For  this  reason  the  execution  for  $124.18 
must  also  be  set  aside. 

Motion  granted  and  executions  set  aside  with  ten  dollars 
costs. 
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COURT  OP  APPEALS, 


Chablbs  S.  Bbtoo,  ai^dlant,  agt.  Thb  LokiliaAhd  Foe 
LrousAHOB  OoMPAHT,  reepondent. 

A  pcXkj  of  iMoraiice  misstated  the  section  of  a  wardunise  in  wliicii  the 
property  intended  to  be  insured  was  located  as  section  0,  wliereas  it 
was  really  section  A. 

Tlie  sections  were  in  reality  separate  buildings,  and  so  coniridered  and  sor- 
ireyed  for  purposes  of  Insurance. 

Tlie  misstatement  was  written  in  the  policy,  on  the  applicant's  instruction, 
to  insure  property  In  Patterson's  stores  C  (the  Patterson  stores  being  tbe 
wareliouse),  the  insurer  supposing  that  0  meant  section  C  of  the  ware- 
house. 

At  the  time  of  applying  the  applicant  had  witii  him,  fbr  the  purpose  of 
eif  ecting  the  insurance,  the  warehouse  receipt  given  upoa  the  storage  of 
the  property  in  the  Patterson  stores,  and  describing  the  property,  but  not 
specifying  the  section  in  which  it  was. 

The  receipt  contained,  in  the  upper  left  hand  comer,  the  fbUowiqg: 
"*  C,  No.  51  ;**  the  C  referring  to  the  book  from  which  the  receipt  itm 
cut,  and  1h«  01  being  the  number  of  the  receipt.  He  did  n(A  Mhtt  the 
receipt  to  the  inaocer,  or  instruct  him  as  to  the  locaBty  of  fhe  pmpertj, 
otherwise  thaa  to  insure  in  Patterson  stores  G. 

The  insurer  would  have  insured  in  A  as  readily  as  in  0. 

The  property  was  destroyed  by  a  fire,  burning  section  0  before  it  con- 
sumed A. 

In  an  action  bnmglit  to  ref oim  the  ^Mcy  and  recover  under  lt»  Judlmeot 
waa  given,  for  the  defendant  The  plaintijr s  only  important  exvx^oiiia 
on  the  trial,  were  to  evidence  showing  the  chanuster  of  the  sections  as 
separate  buildings.  He,  however,  stated  no  ground  of  objectioo.  There 
was  evidence  upon^  which  all  the  ju^^a.ftidlBgi  of  fact,  and  his  id^ 
tional  findings  and  refusals  to  And,  oould  be  based. 

The  Judgment  was  afitoiied  at  flie  general  term. 

ffeld^  that  the  findings  could  not  be  disturbed;  as  in  order  to  a  review  l^ 
this  court  of  a  finding  of  fiict,  there  must  be  no  evidence  to  support 
it;  and  in  order  tosuch  review  of  a  refui»al  to  find  a  fact,  the  evidence  ift 
flivor  of  the  pvq^osed  finding  must  be  deariy  conclnslva 


/        J 


H£W  YORK  PRAOnCB  REPORT&  in 

Bryoe  agt  Lorflfaod  Fire  Inninuice  Compoiy. 

TliAt  the  policy  could  not  be  rdf  onned,  as  there  was  neither  a  mistake  af 
both  parties  whereby  the  intentions  of  both  parties  failed  of  expression, 
nor  a  mistake  of  one  party  caodng  a  f  aihire  to  express  his  intention, 
with  a  fraudulent  attempt  in  the  other  party  to  take  advantage  of  audi 
failure. 

WaUngL  Tate$,4429.  F.,  IM,  distinguished. 

OoU$  agt.  Bow^e,  10  Piaige,  584,  followed. 

That  the  statement  of  the  location  of  the  property,  written  in  the  policy 
upon  the  application  of  the  insured,  was  a  warranty,  and  its  troth  a 
condition  precedent  to  any  liability  on  the  part  of  the  insnrer,,though  its 
troth  is  not  essential  to  the  risk,  nor  an  inducement  to  the  iasorer. 

The  latent  ambiguity  to  which  the  statement  is  subject,  does  not  destroy 
its  character  as  a  warranty;  that  such  ambiguity  may  be^  and  in  this 
case  is,  explained.  That  the  character  of  a  warranty,  as  sudi,  does  not 
depend  on  the  degree  of  obscurity  or  perspecui^  of  its  expression. 

The  Wwt,  Ins,  Oo,  agt  Oropper  (82  Ami.,  851),  and  F.  In$.  Oo.  agt  C/JbcKs- 
IPiYi^  (48  «{.,  85(^  distinguished. 

That  the  maxim  **  Faiaa  demomtroitu  nan^^oeet^*  does  not  9^plji  in  order 
that  this  maxim  should  apply,  there  must  be,  after  casting  out  the  false, 
enou£^  left  to  constitute  an  adequate,  sufficient  description,  pointing 
cni,  with  conyenient  certainty,  the  proper^  intended. 

That  the  evidence  taken  against  the  plaintifrs  exception  was  oonpetent 

This  was  an  action,  bronght  in  the  superior  conrt  of  the 
city  of  Kew  Tork,  for  a  reformation  of  a  policy  dT  insoranee^ 
and  a  feeovery  for  a  loss  nnd^  the  poli<gr  as  reformed. 

The  plaintiff  dtimedj  ^rong^  two  aorignmentfl,  tinder  the 
party  to  whom,  by  the  terms  of  the  policy,  any  Ices  there- 
nnder  was  payable. 

The  complaint,  after  stating  in  the  osnal  manner  a  eanee 
of  action,  for  a  km  nnder  the  pdiey,  by  the  destmetion  by 
itre  of  Ae  property,  twentyHseven  barrels  of  whiaky  therein 
inanred,  set  forth,  in  the  words  of  the  policy,  the  description 
of  the  property^  insured,  as  follows :  ^  Merdiandise  ^  *  * 
contained  in  letter  0  Pattersoii  Stores,  So.  Front,  bdow  Pine 
street,  Philadelphia ;''  and  thesk  allied  that  tiie  said  mer- 
chandise consisted  of  the  said  twenty-seven  barrels  of  whisky^ 
and  wae^  at  the  time  of  tiie  issuing  and  deUyery  of  said  pdiey^ 
and  thereafter,  up  to  and  at  the  time  of  the  happening  of  the 
fire  aforesaid,  in  letter  A  of  the  said  Patterson  stores.  That^ 
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neverthelees,  the  said  merchandise  consisting  of  whisky  afore- 
said, was  intended  to  be,  as  well  by  the  defendants  as  by  ssid 
Larens  (Larens  being  the  insured),  ^^  insured  as  merchandise 
then  kept  and  thereafter  to  be  kept  in  said  section  letter  A 
in  the  said  building,  and  was  in  fact  there  insured,  and  the 
statement  that  the  same  was  in  section  letter  0  in  said  build- 
ing, as  in  the  description  clause  stated,  was  wholly  through 
inadvertance  and  mistake,  and  was  not,  in  fact,  according  to 
the  contract  of  insurance  as  made  between  said  Larens  and 
the  defendants.'' 

The  answer  denied  the  assignments,  and  also  all  that  part 
of  the  complaint  just  above  quoted,  beginning  with  the  words 
'^  That,  nevertheless,  the  said  merchandise  consisting  of 
whisky,  as  aforesaid,''  and  alleging  a  mistake  in  describing 
the  location  of  the  whisky*insured« 

The  answer  also  set  up  as  a  defense,  that  Larens,  at  the 
time  of  the  insurance,  represented  to  the  defendant  that  the 
said  merctiandise  was  contained  in  the  building  known  as 
letter  0,  Patterson  stores,  south  front,  below  Pine  street, 
Philadelphia,  and  that  such  representation  was  written  in  tiie 
policy,  forming  part  of  it,  and  was  false.  • 

The  issues  raised  by  this  answer  were  tried  at  special  term, 
before  the  Hon.  Samuxl  Jonbs,  on  the  30th  day  of  March, 
1871,  and,  on  the  30th  of  December,  1871,  a  decision  was 
rendered,  directing  the  dismissal  of  the  complaint  cm  the 
merits,  with  costs  to  the  defendant 

The  court  found,  as  &cts,  firsty  that  the  assignments  set 
forth  in  the  eomplaint  had  been  duly  made;  and,  iecond, 
that  the  policy  as  it  stood,  and  as  it  was  alleged  in  the  com- 
plaint, truly  represented  the  contract  as  made  between  the 
defendant  and  Larens ;  and  as  conclusions  of  law,  first : 

That  Larens  was  not  insured  against,  and  the  plaintiff 
could  nbt  recover  for,  the  loss  alleged  in  the  complaint ;  and, 
second,  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  have  the  poUey 
reformed.    Judgment  was  duly  entered  on  the  decision. 

The  plaintiff  excepted  to  the  second  finding  of  fact,  and 
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to  both  the  condufiions  of  law,  and  appealed  from  the  jadg- 
ment. 

Upon  the  ^settlement  of  the  case  the  plaintifi  proposed 
additional  findings,  some  of  which  the  judge  foond  as  pro- 
posed, and  some  of  which  he  refused  to  find  as  proposed,  but 
found  in  a  modified  form ;  to  the  refusals  to  find  and  to 
the  modified  findings  the  plaintiff  excepted. 

The  judge  found  that  Larens  had  twentj-se^en  barrels  of 
whisky  stored  in  the  Patterson  stores.  South  Front  below 
Pine  street,  Philadelphia ;  which  warehouse  was  divided  into 
eight  sections,  known  as  sections  A,  B,  C,  D,  £,  F,  G  and  H, 
and  received  for  the  whisky  a  warehouse  receipt  not  specify- 
ing tiie  section  of  the  warehouse  in  which  the  whisky  was 
stored,  and  upon  the  upper  left  hand  corner  of  which  was 
the  following :  "  C,  No.  51 ;"  that  the  letter  C  referred  to 
the  book  from  wliich  the  receipt  was  taken,  and  not  to  the 
section  of  the  warehouse ;  and  the  words  No.  51  indicated 
the  number  of  the  certificate;  that  Larens  employed  an 
insurance  broker  named  Brown  to  eifect  insurance  on  said 
whisky,  and  handed  to  Brown  the  warehouse  receipt  ^^  for 
that  purpose;"  that  Brown  applied  to  the  defendant's  agent, 
Lancaster,  to  effect  the  insurance,  and  ^'  apparently  reading 
from  a  memorandum  in  his  hands,  instructed  Lancaster  to 
insure  whisky  in  Patterson  stores,  C ;"  that  Lancaster  under- 
stood the  letter  C  mentioned  in  such  instructions,  referred  to 
compartment  G  of  the  Patterson  stores ;  that  Larens  did  not 
either  personally,  or  by  his  agent.  Brown,  make  any  repre- 
sentation to  the  defendant  as  to  the  location  of  the  whisky, 
other  than  such  instruction. 

That  with  the  exception  of  section  H,  which  was  erected 
later  than  the  rest  of  the  warehouse,  there  was  no  break 
^ther  in  the  front  or  rear  walls  of  the  warehouse ;  that  the 
sections  were  separated  by  substantial  brick  walls  with  no 
connection  save  for  heating  apparatus,  and  an  iron  shafting 
running  through  from  H  to  A,  the  arches  which  existed 
between  the  sections  being  filled  in  with  brick ;  that  the  fire 
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commenced  at  H  and  proceeded  to  A,  and  the  whole  ware- 
house was  destroyed ;  that  the  defendant  wonld  have  insured 
the  whisky  in  A  as  cheerfully  as  in  C;  that  Lar^is  had  no 
knowledge  in  what  particular  section  of  the  warehouse  the 
whisky  was  stored,  or  until  after  the  fire,  that  the  words 
^  letter  O  "  had  been  inserted  in  the  policy. 

The  judge  refused  to  find  that  the  warehouse  was  ^  sub- 
divided ''  into  sections,  but  instead  thereof  found  as  above, 
that  it  was  ^^  divided  f'  and  refused  to  find  that  Larens 
banded  Brown  the  warehouse  certificate  ^^  as  furnishing  the 
requisite  information  to  enable  him  to  effect  the  insurance," 
but  instead  thereof  found  as  above,  that  he  employed  him  to 
effect  the  insurance  and  handed  the  receipt  to  him  '^  for  that 
purpose,''  and  refused  to  find  that  on  the  application  for  insu- 
rance. Brown  handed  Lancaster  the  receipt  and  left  it  with 
him  to  enable  him  to  make  out  the  policy,  but  instead  thereof 
found  as  above,  that  Brown  ^'apparently  reading  from  a 
memorandum,  instructed  Lancaster  to  insure  whisky  in  Pat- 
terson stores,  C ;"  and  refused  to  find  that  Lancaster  supposed 
liie  letter  0  on  the  warehouse  receipt,  meant  section  C  of  the 
warehouse ;  but  instead  thereof  found  as  above,  that  Lan- 
caster understood  the  letter  mentioned  in  Brown's  instructions 
to  him  to  refer  to  compartment  C  of  the  warehouse ;  and 
refused  to  find  that  there  was  no  representation  to  the  defend- 
ant as  to  the  location  of  the  whisky  other  than  appears  in 
the  receipt,  but  instead  thereof  found  as  above,  that  there 
was  no  other  representation  than  Brown's  instructions. 

Though  the  evidence  before  the  trial  was  not  entirely  with- 
out conflict,  yet  there  was  evidence  upon  which  all  the  find- 
ings and  refusals  to  find,  may  be  based. 

The  plaintiff  objected  to  the  defendant's  asking  whether 
Lancaster  would  refuse  to  take  a  risk  in  one  section  of  the 
warehouse  and  accept  a  risk  in  another ;  whether  he  repre- 
sented several  companies ;  whether  in  making  a  survey  of 
the  warehouse  for  the  purposes  of  insurance,  the  diffe^nt 
sectiotis  were  surveyed  and  considered  as  separate  buildings; 
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and  (the  plaintiff  having  shown  that  the  sections  had  a  shaft 
running  through  them)  whether  shafts  do  not  frequentlj  ram 
through  a  whole  row  of  entirely  different  biiildings  built  at 
different  times;  but  he  stated  no  ground  for  any  of  his 
objections.  The  objections  were  overruled  and  exoeptions 
taken  by  the  plaintiff.  Under  these  objections  it  was  testi- 
fied that  whether  the  agent  would  refuse  a  risk  in  one  section 
and  accept  one  in  another,  would  depend  on  the  amount  o€ 
insuranoe  he  had  in  any  one  section ;  that  he  represented  ten 
companies ;  that  in  surveying  the  warehouse  for  purposes  of 
insurance,  the  sections  were  surveyed  and  considered  as  sepa- 
rate buildings,  and  that  shafting  does  frequently  run  through 
a  row  of  entirely  different  buildings  built  at  different  times. 

The  a{^peal  was  heard  at  the  general  term  on  the  11th  of 
March,  1878,  before  Moistxll,  Fbebdman  and  Cubtis,  JJ., 
and  a  decision  rendered  on  the  Sth  day  of  April,  1873, 
aflirming  the  judgment  below.  Monbll,  J.,  writing  the 
opinion  and  his  associates  concurring. 

The  appeal  to  this  court  was  argued  on  the  2d  of  Decem- 
ber, 1873,  and  the  decision  rendered  on  the  ninth  of  the  same 
month. 


Augustus  G.  Fbansioli,  for  appeUa/nty  cites  as  to  the  cases 
in  which  a  written  contract  may  be  reformed,  1  JStary  JSg, 
Jv/r.,  %  165 ;  WdU  agt.  YateB  (44  N.  Z.,  625) ;  CoU  agt. 
Bourne  (10  Paige^  534).  As  to  the  responsibility  of  the 
defendant  for  the  mistake  in  the  policy,  iT.  Y.  <&  W(Mh. 
Print.  Tel.  Co.  agt  Dryburg  (36  Fenn.  /».,  298).  As  to 
the  mode  in  which  a  warranty  must  be  expressed,  2  Pareons 
on  Con,  (pth  ed.yp.  492  and  note  o).  As  to  the  responsibility 
of  the  defendant  for  obscure  statements  in  a  policy.  The 
Weetern  Ins.  Co.  agt.  Cropper  (32  Pewn.  Stats.  [8  CiwZy], 
361,  356) ;  FrarMi/n  Fire  Ins.  Co.  agt.  Updegraff{4A  Perm. 
[7  WrtgJWly  350) ;  Parsons  an  Con.  {hth  ed.y  606,  note  n). 
As  to  the  explanation,  by  parol  evidence,  of  technical  expres- 
sions in  a  particular  trade  or  business,  1  OreeniL  on  Fv.  (§§  278^ 
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277,  980) ;  2  Par$on$  an  Cont.  {6th  ed.y  p.  555).  To  the  effeet 
that  antrne  representations,  in  order  to  effect  the  rigljt  to 
recover,  must  be  material  and  fraudulent,  Bv/rreU  agt.  Sarab- 
toga  Ins.  Co.  (5  HiZl^  188) ;  Oalis  agt  Madison  Co.  Ins.  Go. 
(2  Com.y  49).  As  to  the  maxim,  ^^  Falsa  demonstroitio  non 
n&citj^  and  its  applicability  to  this  case.  Burr  agt.  Broadway 
Ins.  Co.  (16  N.  n,  267) ;  Strong  agt.  North  Am.  F.  Ins. 
Co.  {Oen.Term,  Qth  Bis.) ;  Tonksrs  <6  N.  T.  F.  Ins.  Co.  agt. 
HafffMm  F.  Ins.  Co.  (6  RiM.,  816) ;  Tyler  agt.  The  New 
Amsterdam^  F.  Ins.  Co.  (4  Rdbt.y  151) ;  Lohnes  agt.  Batgsrs 
F.  Ins.  Co.  (3  Keyes,  416). 

Oablislk  Nobwood,  Jr.,  for  respondent,  cites,  as  to  the 
cases  in  which  a  written  contract  may  be  reformed,  PenneU 
agt.  Wilson  (2  Alb.  Pr.  [N.  8.\  466);  Boa/rdman  agt 
Bamdson  (7  Abb.  Pr.  [NS.],  439  [p.  441]).  As  to  wa^ 
rantj  in  the  law  of  insurance,  Angell  on  Fire  and  Life  Ins. 
(§  140) ;  Flanders  on  Fire  /fw.(204) ;  Be  Balm  agt  JSbrtfy 
(1  Tenn.  Bep.j  885);  Jennings  agt.  2%e  (Venango  Co. 
Mutual  Ins.  Co.  (2  Benioy  75) ;  Chase  agt.  Bamilton  Ins. 
Co.  (20  N.  Yj  57) ;  Kennedy  agt  St.  Lawrence  Mutual  Ins. 
Co.  (10  Barb.y  289);  WaU  agt  F.  R.  Mutual  Ins.  Co.y  (7 
N.  T.J  870);  Lcyppi/ni^  Charter  Oak  Fire  and  Marine 
Ins.  Co.  (58  Barb.,  348) ;  Shoemaker  agt.  Olens  Falls  Ins. 
Co.  (60  Barb.j  100) ;  Pwro<?  agt.  Mnjyire  Ins.  Co.  (62  ^iaw*., 
636) ;  Angell  on  Ins.  (§  754) ;  Belonguemans  agt.  Ths  Trades- 
men's Ins.  Co.  (2  BaUj  589) ;  ^ipZay  agt.  uStna  Ins.  Go.  (30 
N.  Y.y  157,  cf^in^  7?wzny  oases) ;  7%^  -?fov^  National  Bank 
qf  Ballston  Spa  agt.  The  Prest.,  cfic,  ^  /Ad  Ins.  Co.  of  North 
America  (50  N.  Y.y  45).  As  to  the  review  in  this  court  of 
findings  of  &ct  and  refusals  to  find,  Cohoetl  agt  Lawrence  (88 
N.  T.y  71);  Metcalf  agt  Mattison  (82  iT.  r:,464);  Boty 
agt  Carohis  (81  J^.  F.,  547) ;  Ostrander  agt.  Fellows  ^89  iiT. 
F.,  360) ;  i^tnoA  agt.  ParA»r  (49  N.  F.,  1  [jp.  8]).  To  the 
efiect  that  objections  to  evidence  are  not  reviewable  in  this 
court,  when  they  are  unaccompanied  by  any  statement  of 
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their  grounds,  Sha/w  agt.  Smith  (3  Keyes^  316) ;  Eetme  agt 
Clarlc  (3  Ahb.  Pr.  Rep.  [N.  &],  ) ;  AyrauU  agt.  The 
Pacific  Bank  (47  N.  T.,  676) ;  Erielc^wi  agt.  ;fi»ii^A  (38  N. 
r.y  473). 

FoL&HR,  cA — The  several  exceptions  to  findings  of  fact, 
and  to  refusals  to  make  findings  of  tisu^t  as  requested,  are  not 
well  taken*  To  make  a  legal  error  ia  a  finding  of  fact  which 
Xhis  court  may  review,  there  must  be  no  evidence  in  the  case 
upon  which  the  finding  may  be  based.  To  make  such  error 
in  a  refusal  to  find,  the  evidence  must  be  clearly  conclusive 
in  favor  of  the  finding  proposed.  There  was,  in  this  case, 
evidence  on  which  each  of  the  findings  oui  be  based ;  and 
there  is  evidence  which  will  sustain  each  of  the  refusals  to 
find.  The  learned  justice  who  tried  the  cause  has  seen  fit  to 
rely  upon  that  evidence,  and  we  may  not  review  his  action  in 
that  respect. 

The  claim  of  the  plauitiff  that  the  contract  of  insurance 
was  erroneous  through  mistake  and  should  have  been  reformed 
is  not  tenable. 

The  mistake  whidi  will  warrant  a  court  of  equity  to  reform 
a  contract  in  writing  must  be  one  made  by  both  parties  to 
the  agre^nent,  so  that  the  intentions  of  neither  are  expressed 
in  it ;  or  it  must  be  the  mistake  of  one  party  by  which  his 
intentiouB  have  failed  correct  expression,  and  there  must  be 
fraud  in  the  other  pajrty  in  taking  advantage  of  that  mistake 
and  obtaining  a  contract  with  the  knowledge  that  the  one 
dealing  with  him  is  in  error  in  regard  to  what  are  its  terms. 

The  findings  show  that  the  deiendants  made  just  the  con- 
tract which  they  from  the  first  intended  to  make,  and  just  the 
one  which  they  understood  the  plaintiff's  assignor  meant  to 
make.  Whatever  may  have  been  the  intention  of  fhe  insured 
or  his  agent,  tiiere  is  nothing  in  the  findings  nor  in  the  evi- 
dence, whieh  shows  or  has  a  tendency  to  show  that  the  defend- 
dants  or  their  agents  purposed  anything  else  than  to  insure 
property  in  section  0  of  the  Patterson  stores*  Such  being 
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the  case,  it  ib  not  in  the  power  of  the  court  to  i^orm  the 
instrument)  for  thereby  violence  will  be  done  to  the  intentiew 
of  the  defendants.  Nor  is  there  found  fisnd  m  the  ^tefend- 
ants  or  tiieir  agents.  Nor  is  tii^e  evidence  whidi  would 
warrant  such  findings. 

The  case  cited  by  the  plaintiff  of  WOU  agt.  Folto  (44  N. 
T.J  635),  is  not  analagous  to  this.  That  was  tiie  ease  of  a 
mistake  in  the  attempt  by  the  vendor  to  perform,  by  the 
execution  of  a  conveyance,  a  pre-existing  oontract  for  the  Sfde 
of  land.  The  assignee  of  the  vendor,  knowing  that  the  con^ 
veyanoe  did  not  contain  an  exception  stipulated  for  in  the 
contract,  and  that  the  vendor  was  in  an  error  in  mnitting  it^ 
still  accepted  the  deed  and  refused  to  correct  the  mistake^ 
intending  to  reap  the  profit  of  it.  The  conveyanoe  was  then 
reformed  on  tiie  ground  of  the  fraud  of  the  assignee  of  tito 
contract,  and  on  the  ground  tiiat  it  was  an  erroneous  per- 
formance of  a  contract  as  to  the  terms  of  which  there  was  no 
dispute.  These  two  conditions  cannot  be  predicated  of  the 
oontract  in  Uie  case  in  hand. 

Nor  is  this  case  like  unto  Cole  agt  Bourne  (10  Paige^  534)« 
There  the  chancellor  refosed  to  enforce  a  contract  for  purchase 
of  hmd  resting  in  parol,  on  the  ground  that  Ibe  vendee  did 
not  understand  and  intend  it  as  the  vendor  did.  The  vendors 
were  seeking  to  enforce  a  contract,  as  they  claimed  it  to  be 
against  one  who  denied  the  making  of  that  contract,  and 
averred  that  he  made  another  and  different  one.  Specific 
performance  was  refused,  because  the  doubt  was  so  greiit 
whether  both  the  parties  understood  alike  llie  agreement  to 
be  implied  from  the  defendant's  bid.  To  allow  this  contract 
of  insurance  to  be  reformed  and  then  enforced,  would  be  to 
do  just  what  the  court  then  reftised  to  do,  for  here  as  there, 
the  defendants  did  not  understand  the  terms  of  it,  as  they 
are  claimed  by  the  plaintiff  to  have  been,  and  to  impose  it 
upon  them  in  those  terms,  would  be  to  make  a  contract  for 
them  which  they  did  not  intend  to  enter  into. 

The  policy  of  insurance  is  then  to  be  taken  as  the  contract 
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of  the  parties.  It  was,  then,  a  contract  to  insnre  property 
iwitained  in  letter  0,  Patterson  stores^  Sooth  Front,  below 
Pine  Qtreet,  Philadelphia.  And  that  description  of  the  place 
of  deposit  of  the  pn^rty^  written  into  the  policy  in  accord- 
ance with  the  application  of  the  insured,  was*  warranty  by  him 
of  its  particular  loeation,  and  the  tmth  of  that  n^tf r^ity 
became  a  e(mdition  precedent  to  any  liability  to  him  from  the 
defendants^  And  it  was  a  warranty  and  a  condition  preqcr 
dent,  not  to  be  avoided  by  the  fact  that  the  truth  of  the 
deseription  was  not  essential  to  the  risk,  nor  an  inducement  to 
the  defendants  to  enter  into  the  contract.  This  rj^e  is  so 
well  established  in  the  law  of  insurance  as  that  it  must  be 
adhered  to,  though  it  may  work  hardship  in  a  particular  case. 

Nor  does  it  depend  upon  its  freedom  from  a  susceptibility 
to  a  double  interpretation  that  a  description  is  a  warranty, 
whatever  is  expressed,  whether  with  perspeeuity  or  obscurity, 
that  is  what  is  warranted  Other  rules  then  come  in  to  assist 
in  the  discovery  of  what  the  language  means.  If  there  be 
latent  ambiguity  that  may  be  removed  l^  testimony.  And 
here  there  is  a  ktent  ambiguity. 

The  language  here  used  is  the  language  of  the  parties.  It 
does  not  assert,  and  therefore  warrant,  that  the  property  is 
^<  contained  in  letter  C,  Patterson  stores,  &o.''  The  phrase 
^Hetter  0,"  taken  by  itself,  has  a  meaning.  But  by  reaecm 
of  collateral  matter  and  extrinsic  circumstances,  an  ambiguity 
ar»es.  It  had  an  especial  or  technical  meaning  to  those 
^gaged  in  the  business  of  putting  im>perty  on  storage  in 
the  Pennsylvania  warehouse,  and  to  those  who  solicited  and 
who  wrote  insurance  upon  it.  When  the  testimony  gives 
that  meaning,  it  indicates  but  one  thing,  that  part  of  the 
Patterson  stores  which  is  designated  to  owners  of  property 
^d  to  insurers  of  it  as  the  section  or  division  0  thereof.  It 
is  impossible  to  say,  in  the  light  of  all  the  circumstances  dift* 
closed  by  the  pleadings  and  the  testimony,  that  letter  0  of 
the  Patterson  stores  is  not  section  C  thereof,  and  that  a 
description  of  property,  as  that  ^^  contained  in  letter  C,  Patter- 
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son  stores,"  does  not  mean  property  deposited  in  ihAt  diTinoi^ 
of  that  warehouse  known  and  designated  as  letter  C.  It  is 
impossible  to  say  that  it  does  mean  property  mentioned  in 
a  book  G  of  t^e  proprietors  of  that  building. 

The  doctrine  maintained  in  The  West  Ins.  Co.  agt.  Orcp- 
per  (82  Pevm.^  851),  and  F.  Ins.  Co.  agt.  Updegrc^  (48  id.^ 
860),  will  not  aid  the  plaintiff.  Those  cases  hold  that  if  the 
clauses  of  a  policy  be  obscure,  it  is  the  fault  of  the  insurer, 
for  he  it  is  who  has  penned  the  language,  so  that  if  it  be 
capable  of  two  interpretations,  that  must  be  adopted  which 
is  most^avorable  to  the  insured. 

There  is  not  room  here  for  but  one  interpretation.  ^^  Letter 
0  Patterson  Stores,"  has  but  one  meaning.  The  latent 
ambiguity  prevents  that  being  seen  on  the  bare  reading  of 
the  phrase ;  when  that  ambiguity  is  done  away  with,  by  the 
testimony,  there  is  no  difficulty  in  interpreting  the  words 
and  reaching  their  sense. 

The  plaintiff  invokes  the  aid  of  the  maxim  ^^  Falsa  demonr 
straUo  non  nooit^^  It  may  be  conceded  that  there  is  a  &l8e 
description  of  the  location  of  the  property.  But  that  is  not 
enough  to  bring  into  operation  the  rule  embodied  in  that 
maxim.  There  must  be  in  the  description  so  much  that  is 
true,  as  that  casting  out  that  which  is  fSdse,  there  is  still 
enough  left  to  clearly  point  out  the  place  in  which  is  the  pro- 
perty. 

Indeed,  an  authoritatiye  definition  states,  and  quaHfiea  the 
rule  more  narrowly  than  this,  viz. :  ^  As  soon  as  there  is  aa 
adequate  and  sufficient  definition,  with  convenient  certunty 
of  what  is  intended  to  pass  by  the  particular  instrument,  a 
subsequent  erroneous  addition  will  not  vitiate  it"  {Broom^s 
Leg.  3fax.^  464  [605]).  But  it  needs  not  so  to  restrict  in  the 
case  in  hand.  The  phrase,  ^^  letter  C,"  as  meaning  the  place 
of  storage  of  the  property,  is  a  folse  showing.  If  that  phrase 
is  rejected,  then  the  whole  description  is  contained  in  the 
words  '^  Patterson  stores.  So.  Front,  below  Pine  street,  I^ik- 
delphiii."     These  words  do,  as  &r  as  they  go  in  meaning,  tell 
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the  trath  as  to  the  gituation  of  the  property.  Thej  do  not, 
though,  tell  the  whole  truth,  nor  the  whole  essential  tmth. 
The  word  Philadelphia  alone  would  tell  the  tmth,  but  not 
the  whole  of  it.  To  be  made  certain  of  the  exact  place  of 
deposit  of  the  property  for  the  purposes  of  this  contract,  it 
needed  not  only  to  know  in  what  city  it  was,  and  in  what 
street  therein,  but  in  what  building  in  that  street ;  and  if  that 
building  is  so  constructed  as  to  be  of  mamy  divisions,  practi- 
cally separate  each  from  the  other,  for  safety  from  fire,  and 
treated  as  distinct  in  making  contracts  of  insurance^  certainty 
of  description  needed  some  explanation  of  what  division  it 
was  in.  This  was  the  office  of  the  phrase  ^^etter  0."  If 
that  phrase  be  rejected  and  no  other  truthful  j^irase  be 
inserted,  the  description  fails  to  show  just  where  in  the  Pat- 
terson stores  the  property  was  placed.  That  phrase,  though 
fiilse,  did  harm ;  for  it  pointed  the  description  to  the  wrong 
place,  and  some  equivalent  for  it  was  needed  to  complete  a 
truthful  description. 

The  evidence  taken  against  the  objection  of  the  plaintiff 
was  competent.  It  wa»  to  show  that  tins  part  of  the  descrip- 
tion, though  wrong,  was  harmful,  and,  therefore,  not  to  be 
rejeoted.  It  was  to  show  that  though  there  was  a  warehouse 
known  as  the  Patterson  stores,  it  was  one  made  up  of  several 
divisions,  as  distinct  for  the  purpose  of  storage  of  property 
and  of  the  insurance  of  it  against  fire  as  the  dwelling-house 
in  a  blo(&,  and  that  to  know  the  place  of  the  property  needed 
the  naming  of  the  section  of  the  building  in  which  it  was, 
as  much  as  if  the  risk  had  been  on  household  goods,  their 
situation  would  not  have  been  pointed  out  short  of  the  expres- 
sion in  the  description  of  the  number  of  the  house  in  the  block. 

We  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  defendants  established  a  strict 
l^al  defense  to  the  acticm  of  the  plaintiff;  as  we  sit  here  to 
declare  the  law  and  not  to  propound  a  code  of  morals,  we  must 
sustain  it.  The  judgment  appealed  from  must  be  affirmed, 
widi  costs  to  the  respondents. 

FoLOBB,  J.,  reads  for  affirmance.    AH  coneor. 
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N.  T.  SUPERIOR  COURT. 

jAa»  Stafbnhobsi,  et  oLy  plAintifb  and  reepondeDts,  agt 
Thb  AMBsioAir  Makufaotobiko  Oohpakt,  defendant 
and  appellant 

Where  on  the  trial  in  an  action  of  n^ffH^mee^  the  eridenoe  gtren  is  not  ol 
such  «  character  as  would  antfaorixe  the  court  to  detennine  the  diligence 
or  negligence  of  either  aide  as  matter  of  law,  the  questiona  nilating 
thereto  on  both  sides  should  be  submitted  to  the  Jury. 

Where  plaintiffs'  witness  was  allowed  to  testify  against  deitedaal*i  o^ec- 
tion  and  exception,  that  from  the  first  of  January  to  the  flnt  of  Inne  of 
the  preceding  jear,  plaintiffs  had  about  200  customers,  finom  which  the^ 
realised  a  profit  of  not  less  than  $1,000  per  month,  and  which  subee* 
quentty  were  aU  lost 

Held^  that  thereoeption  of  this  eridoBoe  was  emmeous  fiir  several  resions. 
1st  The  comphdnt  did  not  allege  the  name$  of  said  castomers.  9dL 
It  did  not  even  contain  an  averment  of  loss  of  customers  as  an  item 
of  tpedal  damage  in  genend  terms.  8d  The  evidence  already  given, 
showed  affivmatively  that  no  damage  had  occurred  prior  to  I860,  and 
consequently  the  testimony  related  to  a  period  too  remote  in  any  aspect 
of  the  case. 

Oenerci  Term^  November^  1878. 

Before  Baiebotjb,  C.  J^  Moksll  and  Frkkdman,  JJ. 

Appeal  from  judgment  entered  upon  the  verdict  of  a  juy 
in  £E^yor  of  the  jdaintifb  for  %iy169^9. 

WiLLiAic  Hknbt  KiBssoTTLy  for  ajfpelUMU. 
MooDT  B.  Smti^  for  re9pondefU8. 

By  the  Courts  Frbedman,  J. — ^The  complaint  alleged  that 
the  defendant  let  and  rented  to  plaintifft  the  first  floor  and 
basement  of  certain  premises,  situated  on  the  comer  of  Mbtt 
and  Hester  streetSy  in  the  dty  of  New  York ;  that  the  plaintifb 
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occupied  the  demised  premiaee  for  the  manufacture  of  French 
and  German  mustard ;  that  during  the  same  time  the  defend- 
ant occupied  the  upper  stories  of  said  premises  for  manu- 
&cturing  umbrdla  frames ;  that  from  the  first  of  May,  1868, 
to  June,  1869,  oil,  impregnated  with  inm  filings,  or  particles 
of  iron,  finely  pulveri^,  leaked,  through  the  negligence  of 
the  defendant,  through  from  the  defendant's  premises  into 
plaintifFs  mustard  naills ;  that  in  consequence  thereof  great 
damage  has  been  done  to  plaantifis'  business ;  that  a  gr^t 
deal  of  their  mustard  has  been  ruined  thereby;  that  the 
character  and  reputation  of  their  manufactured  mustard  has 
been  ruined,  and  that  their  business  has  been  greatly  injured 
thereby ;  that  the  plaintifls  have  been  damaged  in  the  pre- 
mises in  the  sum  of  $25,000,  and  that  said  damage  has  been 
done  vkbout  any  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff. 

The  gravamen  of  the  chaige,  therefore,  was  negligence  on 
the  part  of  the  defendant  in  carrying  on  its  business  opera- 
tions in  that  part  of  the  premises  occupied  for  that  purpose. 
Such  negligence  is  not  a  positive  element,  but  it  consisted,  if 
it  existed,  in  a  mere  omission  to  do  something  which  the  law 
required  under  the  circumstances,  or,  in  other  words,  in  a  want 
of  diligence  without  positive  intention  to  injure  the  plainti&. 
The  Jaw  required  that  in  carrying  on  its  operations  the 
defendant  should  use  due  diligence  to  prevent  injury  to  the 
plaintiffs ;  that  is  to  say,  the  defendant  was  bound  to  use  the 
same  anM)unt  of  care,  caution,  attention  and  discretion,  as  the 
ordinary  prudent  man  would  put  forth  under  precisely  the 
same  drenmstancea.  The  plaintiflh  were  bound  to  use  similar 
diligence  to  guard  against  injury.  The  want  or  omission 
on  either  side  of  such  care,  caution,  attention  or  discretion, 
constituted  negligence.  Thus  the  duty  of  such  diligence, 
&c.y  and,  consequently  the  negligence,  was  relative  on  both 
sides;  that  is,  relative  to  Ae  actual  situation  of  affiurs  and 
the  means  of  knowledge  of  the  parties.  The  quei^ons, 
diarefore,  had  to  be  detemined  upon  all  the  circumstances 
of  the  case,  of  which  the  relation  of  landlord  and  tenant  was 


618  NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 

Stapenhont  agt  American  Mannfacturing  Co. 

but  one,  and  a  comparatively  unimportant  one ;  and  in  deter- 
mining them  it  became  necessary  for  the  learned  judge  below, 
and  for  the  jury,  if  the  case  was  rightfully  sent  to  them,  to  place 
themselves  in  the  position  of  the  persons  whose  acts  had  to 
be  judged.  The  evidence  given  upon  the  trial,  when  con- 
sidered in  t^e  light  of  these  principles,  was  not  of  such  a 
character  as  would  have  authorized  the  court  to  determine 
the  diligence  or  negligence  of  either  side  as  matter  of  law, 
and,  consequently,  the  questions  relating  thereto  on  both 
sides  had  to  be  submitted  to  the  juiy  as  questions  of  &ct. 
For  this  reason,  defendant's  exception  to  the  refusal  of  the 
court  to  dismiss  the  complaint  is  clearly  untenable.  The  case 
could  not  be  disposed  of  on  the  simple  theoiy  that,  as  between 
landlord  and  tenant,  the  landlord  is  not  bound  to  repair  with- 
out express  covenant. 

A  more  serious  question  is  presented  by  the  exceptions 
relating  to  the  reception  of  certain  evidence  and  to  certain 
portions  of  the  charge  that  bear  upon  the  question  of  dama- 
ges. Evidence  had  been  given  that  plainti&'  business  had 
extended  to  the  principal  cities  of  the  United  States,  and  of 
the  manner  in  which  it  was  conducted.  That  in  March  or 
April,  1869,  mustard  commenced  to  be  returned  by  plaintifi' 
customers  on  the  ground  of  its  bad  quality,  and  that  in  the 
course  of  some  further  time  all  the  mustard  manufactured 
between  the  firat  of  January  and  the  month  of  June,  1869, 
was  thus  returned.  That  on  investigation  the  said  mustard 
was  found  to  be  utteriy  worthless,  and  that  it  had  to  be 
thrown  away.  That,  therefore,  numerous  attempts  were  made 
by  plaintiflb  to  discover  the  cause,  and  that  for  tiiat  purpose, 
and  at  great  expense,  the  mills  were  frequently  stopped, 
cleaned  up  and  thoroughly  inspected,  and  chemical  analyses 
were  made  of  the  mustard  and  of  the  materials  that  entered 
into  its  manufiusture.  And  that  finally  it  was  discovered  that 
oil,  impregnated  widi  iron,  was  leaking  from  defendant's 
premises  into  plaintiffs'  mustard  mills,  and,  to  all  appearances, 
had  been  thus  leaking  for  some  time,  and  tiiat  this  had 
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worked  the  injury.  Evidence  had  also  been  given  of  the 
quantity  of  mustard  thus  lost,  of  its  market  value  in  a  sound 
condition,  and  of  the  expenses  incurred  by  plaintiffs  in  dis- 
covering the  cauae  of  the  difficulty  and  in  obviating  the 
injurious  effects  produced.  Then  it  happened  that  Julius 
Wolff,  one  of  the  plaintiffs,  on  being  recalled,  was  allowed  to 
testify,  against  defendant's  objection  and  exception,  that  from 
the  first  of  January  to  the  first  of  June  of  the  preceding 
year,  plaintiffs  had  about  200  customers,  from  which  they 
realized  a  profit  of  not  less  than  $1,000  per  month,  and  which 
subsequently  were  all  lost.  This  ruling  was  erroneous  for 
several  reasons.  The  complaint  did  not  allege  the  names  of 
said  customers.  It  did  not  even  contain  an  averment  of  loss 
of  customers  as  an  item  of  special  damage  in  general  terms. 
No  such  loss  could,  therefore,  be  proven  {Bollock  agt.  MiUeVy 
2  Barhy  630 ;  Tobiaa  agt.  Earlcmd,  4  Wmd.,  537).  The 
evidence  already  given  showed  affirmatively  that  no  damage 
had  occurred  prior  to  1869,  and  consequently  the  testimony 
objected  to  related  to  a  period  too  remote  in  any  aspect  of 
the  case.  For  the  damage  complained  of  not  being  the  result 
of  intention,  but  of  n^ligence,  the  law  holds  the  defendant 
responsible  only  for  such  results  as  sprung  naturally,  i.  e,j 
according  to  the  usual  course  of  things,  from  defendant'^ 
negligent  acts,  unaffected  by  extraneous  causes.  Upon  any 
such  result  the  said  testimony  had  no  legitimate  bearing, 
and  that  it  may  have  prejudiced  the  defendant,  becomes 
apparent  when  it  is  considered  in  connection  with  the  charge. 
The  jury  were  instructed  that  in  case  they  found  that  the 
negligence  of  the  defendant  was  not  occasional,  but  general 
and  continuous,  in  the  language  of  the  law,  gross,  they  should, 
in  addition  to  the  market  value  of  the  goods  actually  spoiled, 
and  the  interest  thereon,  find  from  the  evidence  what  damage 
was  done  to  the  business  of  the  plaintiflb,  and  should  also 
give  them  compensation  for  the  loss  of  time  and  for  the 
trouble  that  they  were  put  to.  Plaintife'  counsel  requested 
the  court  to  charge,  further,  that  if  the  defendant  was  guilty 
Vol.  XLVI  65 
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of  grosB  or  of  recklees  n^ligenoe^  it  is  liable  for  the  injury 
to  the  good-will  of  plaintiffs'  business.  This  proposition  the 
court  submitted  to  tiie  jury  by  saying,  "  I  charge  you  that  in 
effect,  except  I  prefer  not  to  use  the  words  *good-wiU  of  the 
business,'  but  to  say  the  damage  done  to  the  business,  as  it 
has  been  given  in  evidence  before  you."  This  was  equivalent 
to  saying  that  the  jury  had  a  right  to  consider  the  testimony 
objected  to  in  determining  the  aggregate  amount  of  damage. 
^  The  error  committed  in  the  reception  of  said  testimony 
cannot,  therefore,  be  disregarded,  and  this  being  so,  it  is 
unnecessary  to  express  an  opinion  on  the  questions  raised 
by  the  remaining  exce{>tions. 

The  judgment  appealed  from  should  be  reversed,  and  a 
new  trial  ordered,  with  costs  to  appellant  to  abide  the  event 

Basboub,  G.  J.,  and  Monbll,  J.,  concurred. 

NonL — The  complaint  avers  that  in  oonsequenoe  of  the  negligeot  acts 
of  the  defendant  **  great  damage  had  been  done  to  plaintiffs'  busine&s;  that 
a  great  deal  of  their  mustard  has  been  rained  thereby;  that  the  <^aracter 
and  reputation  of  their  manufactured  mustard  has  been  mined,  and  that 
thehr  business  has  been  greatly  injured  thereby;  that  the  plainti&  have 
been  damaged  in  the  premises  in  the  sum  of  1^,000."  Now,  how  coald 
the  plaintiffs'  show  what  damages  they  had  sustained,  unless  they  could 
introduce  evidence  to  prove  the  amount  of  their  pri^r  sales  and  the  sub- 
sequent loss  thereof  in  consequence  of  their  ruined  article,  returned 
to  them  by  thehr  lost  customers  ?  Surely  no  averment  of  special  damage 
in  the  complaint  is  necessary  to  authorim  such  evidence.  It  is  a  part  of 
the  legitimate  damages  arising  out  of  the  substantive  cause  of  action. 

It  would  appear  to  be  a  new  mode  of  pleading  where  a  loss  of  custo- 
mers is  averred  as  a  cause  of  damage,  to  insert  the  namM  ai  such  custo- 
mers to  authorize  evidence  to  be  given  of  their  loss.  It  would  seem  that 
the  names,  occupation,  residence,  &c.,  of  such  customers,  are  matters  of 
evidence  entirely. 

The  witness  objected  to  stated,  that  from  the  first  of  January  to  the  first 
of  June  of  the  preceding  year^  plaintiffs  had  about  300  customers,  Ac. 
If  this  meant  the  year  1868,  the  testimony  would  not  be  very  remote  in 
showing  prior  sales  and  income  to  losses  in  I860.— Rep. 
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Alfbed  J.  EvAOT  and  another  agt.  Euoenb  L.  Holmes. 

On  a  motion  to  Tacate  an  crdj&r  pfairreBt^  the  defendant  may  elect  whether 
he  will  inibrmally  demur  to  the  plaintiffs*  case,  set  fbrth  in  the  original 
affidavit  as  insufficient  to  warrant  the  arrest,  thus  poresenting  the  naked 
legal  question  on  undisputeii  avennents  of  fact,  or  whether  he  will  open 
the  merits  of  the  whole  controversy  by  moving  on  counter-affidavits, 
raising  issues  of  foct  and  proceed  to  an  informal  trial  on  affidavits. 

But  he  cannot  in  legal  effect,  pursue  both  methods  at  tlie  same  time,  by 
selecting  as  the  subject  of  denial  and  dispute,  such  portions  only  <tf  the 
plaintiffs*  case  as  he  may  deem  most  easily  disproved,  and  thus  debar 
the  plaintiffs  ftom  strengthening  other  portions  by  incontestable  evidence, 
which  on  the  original  proof,  i>erhaps,  could  hardly  be  sustained. 

Where  the  defimdant,  therefore,  on  a  motion  to  discharge  from  arrest, 
upon  aU  the  affidavits  and  papers  used  on  both  sides,  strenuously  resisted 
the  reception  of  an  additional  affidavit  which  the  plainttSs  had  procured, 
substantiating  the  charge  of  fraud  on  an  averment  made  in  their  ori^al 
affidavit,  on  the  ground  that  the  defendant  had  not  assail^  the  truth  of 
this  particular  averment  in  his  moving  affidavits,  but  rested  his  objection 
as  to  this  point,  scdely  on  the  insufficiency  of  the  original  affidavit 

J3Mc2,  that  the  additional  affidavit  of  the  plaintiffs  must  be  received  and 
read,  which  established  the  fact  in  question  beyond  dispute. 

Broome  Special  Term,  JantMry  13,  1874. 
*  Money  to  set  aside  an  order  of  arrest.  Action  to  recover 
the  price  of  goods  sold  and  delivered  to  the  defendant.  At 
the  time  of  commencing  the  action,  the  plaintiff  on  an  affi- 
davit procored  an  order  of  arrest  nnder  subdivision  4  of 
section  179  of  the  Code,  alleging  that  the  defendant  had 
been  gnilty  of  a  fraud  in  contracting  the  debt.  The  affidavit, 
among  other  things,  averred  that  the  credit  was  obtained 
upon  a  false  and  fradnlent  representation  of  the  defendant, 
<<  that  he  was  worth  between  five  and  six  thousand  dollars 
over  and  above  all  debts  and  liabilities  against  him ;  and  that 
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there  then  was  on  deposit  in  his  name  and  to  his  credit,  in 
the  Scranton  Savings  Bank  at  Scranton,  Pa.,  sufficient  monej 
to  pay  said  amonnt,"  &c.  '^  That  sach  statements  were  him 
and  nntme  to  the  knowledge  of  the  defendant,  and  that  he 
made  them  with  intent  to  defraud  the  plaintiffs  herdn  of 
said  goods."  ^^  That  said  defendant  has  in  his  poseession  or 
control,  a  correct  book  of  accoant  of  deposits  and  drafts 
between  himself  and  said  Scranton  Savingp  Bank,  the  pro- 
duction and  due  authentication  of  which  would  show  the 
truth  of  said  representation  as  to  his  deposit,  if  the  same 
were  true,  which  book  said  defendant  has  refused  to  show  to 
the  plaintiffs'  attorney  herein." 

The  motion  is  made  on  affidavits  denying  that  the  defend- 
ant made  the  representations  in  question,  but  there  is  no 
denial  or  dispute  of  the  allegation  in  the  original  affidavit  on 
which  the  order  was  granted,  that  the  defendant  had  no 
money  on  deposit  at  the  Scranton  Savings  Bai^.  The  plain- 
tiffs in  opposition  to  the  motion  read  new  affidavits  showing 
the  making  of  the  representations  as  alleged,  and  also  an 
affidavit  from  the  cashier  of  the  bank  showing  that  the 
defendant  had  no  money  on  deposit  there  and  never  had  any 
money  to  his  credit  at  the  bank.  The  defendant's  counsel 
objected  to  the  reading  of  the  caq^ier's  affidavit  on  the  ground 
that  no  affidavits  had  been  read  on  this  point  for  the  defiand- 
ant,  and  insisted  that  the  original  affidavit  on  which  the 
order  was  granted,  was  in  this  respect  incurably  d^ectiva 

T.  F.  'iloDojsALDj formoHon.  * 

W.  L.  Gbiswold,  contra. 

Countryman,  J. — As  the  cause  of  arrest  is  not  identical 
with  the  cause  of  action,  I  must  pass  on  the  question  of  fiict 
raised  in  the  affidavits,  and  I  have  no  hesitation  in  holding 
that  the  defendant  made  the  representations  as  claimed  by 
the  plaintiffs. 

It  was  urged,  however,  that  the  original  affidavit  was 
fiitally  defective,  because  it  contained  only  a  general  allega- 
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tion  of  the  falsity  of  the  defendant's  representations.  Doabt- 
less,  as  a  rule,  the  judge  to  whom  the  original  application  is 
made,  should  require  a  statement  in  detail  of  the  evidentiary 
facts  from  which  the  existence  of  the  principal  fact  sought  to 
be  established  may  be  inferred  or  verified  {Draper  agt. 
Beersy  17  Atb.y  163 ;  Smith  agt.  JoneSj  4  JSohts.y  657).  But  this 
is  not  indispensable,  especially  where,  as  in  this  case,  the  fact 
is  positively  averred,  and  it  is  not  impossible  that  the  affiant 
had  personal  knowledge  of  its  truth  {Cummrngs  agt.  Wooley^ 
16  Ahb.y  297,  noU ;  BaUonhey  agt.  Cadot^  3  Ahb.  [N.  S.\ 
122).  Even  if  the  general  averment  was,  in  fact,  made  on 
information  and  belief,  it  does  not  necessarily  follow  that  the 
order  of  arrest  must  be  vacated.  The  courts  have  repeatedly 
refused  to  grant  such  applications,  and  have  invariably  done 
so  where  the  motion  was  made  on  additional  affidavits,  unless 
the  defendant  expressly  denied,  under  oath,  the  truth  of  the 
averment  brought  in  question  {Union  Bwnk  agt.  Mott^  9 
Ahb.y  106 ;  Wdfe  agt.  Brovmer^  5  Bobtal^  602).  It  was  held 
in  all  of  these  cases  that  the  mere  omission,  under  such 
circumstances,  to  deny  the  averment,  would  be  regarded  for 
all  the  purposes  of  the  application  as  an  admission  of  its 
truth  (  Union  Bank  agt.  Mott^  9  Ahb.j  106 ;  Wo^fe  agt.  Brow- 
ner, 5  E6bt8.y  602 ;  BaUonhey  agt.  Cadot^  3  Ahb.  {N.  &], 
122). 

But  it  is  not  necessary  in  this  case  to  invoke  any  technical 
rule  against  the  defendant.  The  pkinti&  produced,  in  opposi- 
tion to  the  motion,  the  affidavit  of  the  cashier  showing, 
beyond  cavil,  the  falsity  of  the  defendant's  representation 
that  he  had  any  money  on  deposit  in  the  Scranton  Savings 
Bank.  The  reception  of  this  affidavit  was  strenuously  resist- 
ed, on  the  ground  that  the  defendant  had  not  assailed  the 
truths  of  this  particular  averment  in  his  moving  affidavits, 
but  rested  his  objection  as  to  this  point  solely  on  the 
insufficiency  of  the  original  affidavit.  And  it  was,  therefore, 
insisted  that  the  plaintiffs  were  not  at  liberty  to  reinforce 
this  point  in  their  case  with  any  new  proof.    The  defendant 
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might,  at  the  outset,  it  is  true,  have  merely  objected  to  the 
original  papers  as  affording  insufficient  grounds  of  arrest,  by 
moving  solely  on  those  papers  to  vacate  the  order,  and  thus 
have  presented  the  naked  legal  question  on  undisputed  aver- 
ments of  fact.  But  he  preferred  to  assail  the  truth  of  some 
of  the  plaintiffs'  allegations  by  other  affidavits,  and  thus 
raised  issues  of  fact  for  the  decision  of  the  court.  By  pur- 
suing this  course  he  reopened  the  whole  controversy  on  its 
merits,  so  &r  as  the  same  was  presented  in  the  original  affida- 
vit, and  submitted  all  those  questions  de  novo  upon  all  the 
papers.  There  is  no  limitation  on  the  right  of  the  plaintiffi 
to  produce  affidavits  or  proofs  in  addition  to  those  on  which 
the  order  of  arrest  was  obtained,  where  the  motion  to  vacate 
is  made  upon  affidavits  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  {Oodej 
§  205),  except  that  the  plaintifis  cannot  set  up,  as  a  defense  to 
the  motion,  a  new  cause  not  originally  alleged  as  a  ground  of 
the  arrest  {Cadyj  Presidentj  &o.  agt.  JidmondSy  12  How,y 
197).  The  defendant  may  elect  whether  he  will  informally 
demur  to  the  plaintiffi»'  case,  set  forth  in  the  original  affidavit, 
as  insufficient  in  law  to  warrant  the  arrest,  or  raise  issues  of 
fiu^t  and  proceed  to  an  informal  trial  of  the  controversy  on 
affidavits.  But  he  cannot  in  legal  effect  pursue  both  metliods 
at  the  same  time,  by  selecting  as  the  subject  of  denial  and 
dispute  such  portions  only  of  the  plaintiffs'  case  as  he  may 
deem  most  easily  disproved,  and  thus  debar  them  from 
strengthening  other  portions  by  incontestable  evidence,  whidi 
on  the  original  proof,  perhaps,  could  hardly  be  sustained.  If 
the  rule  were  otherwise  the  defendant  by  such  an  artifice 
might  fail,  as  in  this  case,  on  all  the  issues  he  raised  in  his 
affidavits,  and  yet  succeed  in  his  application  simply  because  the 
plaintiffs,  from  haste  or  inadvertence,  or  momentary  inability 
to  procure  better  evidence,  had  rested  the  allegation  of  a 
material  fact,  which  the  defendant  could  not,  however,  really 
dispute,  on  very  doubtAil  or  equivocal  proof.  Such  a  result 
would  defeat  the  obvious  policy  of  this  provision  of  the 
Code,  which  was  to  reopen  the  whole  case  to  both  parties, 
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whenever  the  motion  to  vacate  the  order  is  made  on  new  affida- 
vits, and  thus  enable  the  conrt  to  determine  the  propriety  of 
the  arrest  as  an  original  question  on  all  the  papers. 

In  this  view  all  the  cases  cited  on  the  argument  may  be 
harmonized.  The  case  of  Drwper  agt.  Beers  (17  -4.6J.,  163) 
arose  on  a  motion  to  vacate  the  order  on  the  original  papers, 
and  the  case  of  Smith  agt.  Jones  (4  Robts.^  657)  was  an  ex  pa/rte 
application  for  the  original  order, -which  was  denied.  Bat 
in  all  the  other  cases  cited,  the  question  arose,  as  in  this  case, 
on  a  motion  to  set  aside  the  order  of  arrest,  on  new  affidavits. 
Hence,  in  these  cases,  the  court,  in  weighing  the  evidence, 
laid  stress  on  the  omission  of  the  defendant  to  deny  the  alle- 
gation in  question,  while  controverting  other  allegations  of 
&ct,  and  held  such  omission,  in  connection  with  the  allegation 
of  the  plaintiff,  to  amount  to  an  admission  of  the  fSsict  as 
alleged  ( Union  Bank  agt.  MoUy  9  -4&J.,  106 ;  Wolfe  agt. 
Browner,  5  Robts.,  602 ;  BaUonhey  agt.  Cadoty  3  Ahb.  [iV^.  /??.), 
122).  The  case  of  Martin  agt.  Vanderldp  (3  How.,  265)  is 
not  an  authority  for  a  different  doctrine.  In  that  case  the 
plaintifi  did  not  offer  to  read  additional  affidavits  in  opposi- 
tion to  the  motion,  and  the  order  of  arrest  was  sustained  on 
the  original  affidavit  as  against  the  moving  affidavit  of  the 
defendant.  The  question,  therefore,  as  presented  here  could* 
not  have  been  raised,  and  does  not  appear  to  have  been  con- 
sidered in  that  case.  The  affidavit  of  the  bank  cashier  must 
be  received  and  read,  which  establishes  the  fact  in  question 
beyond  dispute,  and  the  motion  must  be  denied,  with  ten 
dollars  costs. 
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N.  T.  SUPERIOR  COURT. 

William  R.  Cabnes  (snbstitnted  as  plaintiff  in  place  of  Mar- 
tha B.  Oabnbs,  deceased),  plaintiff  and  respondent,  agt. 
Gboege  W.  Platt,  impleaded,  &c.,  defendant  and  appel- 
lant. 

This  case  has  been  three  times' before  the  general  term  of  this  court  The 
first  time  report^  in  6  BobL^  370,  where  the  facts  are  ftilly  stated ;  the 
second  time,  reported  in  1  Stoeenp^  140. 

The  court  of  appeals  decided,  after  the  second  trial,  that  certain  questions 
in  the  case  should  be  tried,  as  questions  of  fact,  before  a  jury.  On  tliis 
trial,  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  was  rendered  on  these  questions  (as  had 
been  on  the  two  former  trials),  and  the  defendant  moved,  at  special  term, 
on  a  case  and  exeepUoMf  to  set  aside  the  verdict  and  for  a  new  trial,  which 
was  denied,  and  from  such  order  of  denial,  as  well  as  the  judgment, 
defendant  appealed  to  the  general  term. 

Eeldj  that  it  may  be  questioned  whether,  under  the  provisions  of  the  Ck>de, 
it  is  not  the  duty  of  the  general  term,  in  such  a  case,  to  examine  1^ 

'  evidence,  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  whether  the  verdict  shoold 
stand.  Such  examination  having  been  made,  it  was  decided  that  there 
was  no  reason  for  disturbing  the  verdict 

Several  exceptions  were  taken  by  the  defendant  to  the  refusal  of  the  court 
to  allow  certain  evidence  offered  by  him  to  be  submitted  to  the  juiy. 
The  most  important  one  was  rejected  because  it  called  fbr  the  diacdoeare 
of  confidential  communications  between  attorney  and  client 

It  has  long  been  settled,  that  professional  communications  between  a  party 
and  his  professional  adviser,  although  they  do  not  relate  to  any  litiga- 
tion, either  commenced  or  anticipated,  are  privil^ed  where  the  Klidtor 
is  the  peaty  interrogated.  This  privilege  now  extends  equally  to  both 
parties. 

General  Term^  Ifovemher^  1873. 

Before  Babboub,  Ch.  J.,  Monell  and  Fbbsdman,  JJ. 

Appeal  by  defendant  from  judgment  in  ejectment,  award- 
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ing  plaintiff' an  estate  for  life  in  the  premises  described  in  the 
•complaint,  with  a  ri^t  to  the  present  possession.  . 
A  statement  of  the  &cts  appeared  in  6  Bdbt.^  270. 

James  C.  QAxtmLyfor  wppeUa/nt. 
Dahjbl  T.  WALDKN,yi>r  respondent 

By  the  cawrty  Fbbedman,  J. — This  is  the  third  time  that 
this  case  comes  before  the  general  term  of  this  court.  On 
each  of  the  two  former  occasions  (6  RdU.^  270,  a/nd  1 
Sweeny^  140)  it  was  held  that  the  &ct6  of  the  case  as  dis- 
closed by  the  evidence,  were  not  sufficient  to  establish  that 
Houghton  delivered  the  deed  in  question  to  Wetmore  for  the 
use  of  Anthony,  absolutely  and  with  intent  to  pass  the  title 
to  Anthony  prior  to  the  10th  of  August,  1854,  the  date  of 
the  record  of  the  judgment  of  the  Merchant's  Bank  of  Bos- 
ton against  Houghton,  and  that  Wetmore  so  received  it ;  and 
that  consequently  there  was,  as  matter  of  law,  no  absolute 
delivery  and  acceptance  before  that  day.  The  court  of 
appeals,  however,  decided  that  it  was  for  the  jury  to  deter- 
mine these  questions  as  questions  of  fact,  in  view  of  all  the 
circumstances  surrounding  the  transaction.  On  the  third 
trial  this  was  done,  and  the  jnrjr,  under  a  charge  which  was 
quite  favorable  to  the  defendant,  determined  these  questions 
in  favor  of  the  plaintiff.  And  although  some  other  questions 
were  formally  presented  by  a  motion  to  dismiss  the  complaint, 
yet  the  point  that  the  evidence  authorized  no  other  verdict 
than  a  verdict  for  the  defendant,  was  raised  neither  by  that 
motion  nor  by  a  request  for  the  direction  of  a  verdict.  The 
defendant  throughout  the  trial  treated  the  case  as  one  that 
could  be  determined  only  by  the  jury,  and  having  done  so, 
if  his  motion  for  a  new  trial  had  been  made  solely  on  the 
judges'  minutes,  he  would  not,  in  the  absence  of  error,  be 
entitled  to  argue  now  that  the  verdict  is  against  the  weight 
of  evidence  (Howe  agt.  Stevens j  12  Abb.  [iT.  51],  889).  But 
as  the  motion  appears  to  have  been  subsequently  made  on  a 
Vol.  XLVI.  66 
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case  and  ezoepticms,  and  the  appeal  is  from  the  ottler  of  the 
special  term  deDjing  Buch  motioQ  as  well  aa  from  the  judg- 
ment, it  may  be  queetioned  whether,  under  the  proTiaionfi  of 
the  .Code,  it  is  not  the  dnty  of  the  general  term  to  ezamiDe 
the  evidence  for  the  purpose  of  aeeertaining  whether  the  ve^ 
diet  should  stand.  I  have,  therefore,  made  such  examination, 
but  have  been  unable  to  find  anything  in  said  evidence  that 
under  the  law  applicable  to  the  case,  as  finally  settled  by  the 
court  of  appeals,  would  warrant  a  disturbance  of  the  verdict 

The  counsel  for  the  defendant  requested  the  court  bdow 
to  submit  to  the  jury,  as  a  question  for  them,  whether  the 
assignment  of  the  judgment  to  Martha  B.  Oamee,  was  pro* 
cured  by  Oharles  W.  Houghton  and  for  his  benefit,  without 
any  intention  to  retain  a  lien  or  security  on  the  judgment 
for  the  money  advanced  to  obtain  the  assignment.  The  court 
refrised  to  submit  this  question  to  the  jury  and  to  such  refrisal 
defendant's  counsel  duly  excepted.  The  law  applicable  to 
this  branch  of  the  case  must,  for  the  purposes  of  this  appeal 
at  least,  be  deemed  to  have  been  laid  down  in  the  opinion 
delivered  by  Mr.  justice  Movbll  on  the  second  appeal.  Tim 
opinion  was  the  opinion  of  the  court  on  that  occasion,  and 
not  a  mere  concurring  opinion  as  erroneously  reported  in  1 
Swe&ny  {p.  145).  The  sune  request  was  substantially  made 
in  that  case,  and  the  question  now  presented  was,  therefore, 
necessarily  involved  in  the  decision  ennnciated.  The  law  as 
there  laid  down,  stands  unreversed  to  this  day  and  mnst,  for 
that  reason,  still  control.  It  is  true,  tiie  evidence  given  on 
the  present  trial  so  &r  as  it  relates  to  the  request  now  under 
consideration,  was  more  voluminous  than  that  given  on  the 
preceding  trial.  Bnt  \dien  tested  by  the  rales  laid  down  in 
the  opinion  of  Mr.  justice  Mokbll  above  referred  to,  it  was 
in  legal  effect  no  stnmger  than  on  the  preceding  occaaicHi, 
and  consequently  the  request  for  its  submission  to  the  jury, 
was  properly  denied. 

The  offer  of  the  defendant  to  prove  by  the  witnen  latch, 
that  he  was  originally  employed  by  CSiarles  W.  Houghton  in 
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relation  to  enforcing  this  judgment  against  the  property 
described  in  the  complaint,  and  in  consequence  of  advice  from 
the  witness,  arrangement  was  m^de  between  Ohas.  W.  Hough- 
ton and  Mr.  Games,  that  lir.  Games  should  procure  an 
assignment  of  the  judgment  in  his  own  name  or  that  of  some 
third  person,  and  that  the  subsequent  proceedings,  in  ord^  to 
enforce  the  judgment,  should  be  had  under  the  direction  of 
such  assignee,  was  properly  excluded  for  the  reasons,  (1)  that 
because,  so  far  as  it  Went,  it  was  insufScient  to  establish  a 
defense,  and  (2)  because  it  called  for  the  disclosure  of  confi- 
dential communications  that  had  passed  between  an  attorney 
and  his  client.  It  has  long  been  settled,  as  was  pointed  out 
by  WiOBAM,  V.  G.J  in  WaUingham  v.  Ooodrioie  (3  Sarey 
124),  that  communications  between  solicitor  and  client,  made 
pending  litigation,  and  with  reference  to  such  litigation,  or 
made  before  litigation,  but  in  contemplation  of  and  with 
reference  to  litigation  which  was  expected  and  afterward 
arose ;  or  made  after  the  dispute  between  the  parties  followed 
by  litigation,  but  not  in  contemplation  of  or  with  reference 
to  such  litigation,  are  privil^ed  from  disclosure,  whether 
the  party  interrogated  be  the  solicitor  or  the  client.  It  has 
also  been  settled  that  professional  communications  between  a 
party  and  his  professional  adviser,  although  they  do  not  relate 
to  any  litigation  either  commenced  or  anticipated,  are  privi- 
leged where  the  soUcitor  is  the  party  interrogated.  This 
privilege  now  extends  equally  to  both  parties  {Mmet  agt. 
Morgan^  21 TT.  -ff.,  467;  L.  B.j  8  cA.,  861;  WiUams  agt. 
Fitch,  18  N.  Y.J  546,  550 ;  Brittan  agt.  Zorensj  45  JT.  T., 
51,  59).  The  renewal  of  the  last  offer  with  the  addition  that 
the  offered  proof  was  to  be  confined  to  what  occurred  between 
the  witness  and  Houghton,  and  that  it  was  to  be  connected 
subsequently  with  proof  that  Mr.  Games  was  made  cognizant 
of  the  arrangements — not  by  this  witness — and  assented  to 
it  and  came  into  it,  was  also  properly  rejected.  It  was  open 
to  the  same  objections  as  the  first  offer  and  to  the  additional 
one  that  the  proposed  evidence  was  clearly  not  competent 
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unless  the  plamtiff  was  connected  with  it  The  refusal  to 
receive  it  before  such  connection  was  made,  was  a  matter 
resting  in  the  discretion  of  the  court  and,  therefore,  not  the 
subject  of  an  exception. 

The  remaining  exceptions  appear  to  be  equally  untenable. 

The  judgment  and  order  appealed  from  should  be  seve- 
rally aflSrmed  with  costs. 

Basboub,  C.  J.,  and  Monell,  J.,  concurred. 
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SUPKEME  COUET. 

William  Chttboh,  respondent,  agt.  Jambs  H.  Mn.LTCRy  appel- 
lant. 

On  an  appeal  by  the  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of  a  justice's  court,  ren- 
dered for  defendant  for  fifty  doUars,  upon  a  counter-claim,  to  the  county 
court,  where  a  new  trial  was  had  before  a  jury,  who  found  a  verdict  of 
no  cause  of  action  against  the  plaintiff. 

BBld^  that  the  defendant's  rights  not  being  affected  by  the  question  of  offbr 
(as  none  was  necessary),  he  did  not  cease  tO'  be  the  prevailing  party.  He 
did  not,  ft  is  true,  establish  his  own  claim,  but  he  prevailed  to  destroy 
that  of  the  plaintiff,  and,  therefoi^  his  judgment  before  the  justice  was 
not  revefsed,  and  be  was  entitled  to  the  costs  of  the  action. 

General  Term^  Second  Department,  December^  1878* 
Present — Barnard,  P. «/".,  Gilbert  and  Tappkn,  JJl 
This  was  an  appeal  frcMn  an  order  made  by  the  county 
judge  of  Orange  connty,  striking  the  defendant's  costs,  as 
taxed  by  the  clerk,  from  the  judgment  entered  in  said  action, 
and  inserting  therein  the  costs  of  the  plaintiff.  The  action 
was  originally  commenced  in  the  justice's  court.  The  plain- 
tiff claimed  judgment  for  rent  of  house,,  fifty  ddlars;  the 
defendant  denying  plaintiff's  claim,  demanded  judgment  in 
his  own  favor,  by  way  of  counter-claim,  in  the  sum  of  fifty 
dollars  and  interest,  for  work  and  labor.  The  justice  ren- 
dered judgment  in  favor  of  the  defendant  for  fifty  dollars 
and  costs.  From  this  judgment  the  plaintiff  appealed  to  the 
county  court  for  a  new  trial;  no  offer  was  made  by  the 
defendant. 

In  the  county  court,  the  cause  being  tried  with  a  jury, 
they  rendered  a  verdict  of  no  cause  of  action,  whereupon, 
each  party  claimed  costs.    The  clerk  taxed  the  defendant'^ 
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coBts  and  judgment  was  entered  accordingly,  The  plaintiff 
moved,  in  the  county  court,  to  strike  the  defendant's  costs 
from  the  judgment,  and  insert  his  own  in  place  thereof. 
The  motion  was  granted  bj  the  county  judge,  and  an  order 
entered  in  accordance  therewith. 

8habpe  &  WjNFjELDy/ar  respondent. 
6.  B.  Ohaufiov J  for  appellant. 

By  the  Courts  Babnabd,  P.  J. — The  sole  question  pre- 
sented is  as  to  which  party  is  entitled  to  costs. 

The  action  was  brought  by  plaintiff  against  defendant  in  a 
justice's  court  The  plaintiff  asked  a  judgment  for  rent,  and 
the  defendant  set  up  a  counter-claim  for  work  and  labor.  The 
defendant  obtained  judgment  against  the  plaintiff  for  fifty 
dollars,  besides  costs.  The  plaintiff  appealed,  claiming  a 
judgment  in  his  favor  of  fifty  dollars.  The  case  was  tried  in 
the  county  court  of  Orange  county,  by  a  jury,  and  a  verdict 
rendered  of  no  cause  of  action.  The  county  judge  has,  by 
order,  given  costs  to  the  plaintiff,  and  the  defendant  appeals. 
The  question  of  costs  is  to  be  determined  without  regard  to 
any  question  of  offer  made  or  omitted  to  be  made. 

The  case,  undisputedly,  is  one  where  the  defendant  was 
bound  to  make  no  offer. 

The  defendant  was  the  prevailing  party,  and  is  entitled  to 
costs  by  reason  thereof  unless  he  fidls  within  an  exception  or 
limitation  created  under  section  371  of  the  Oode. 

The  learned  county  judge  says  the  judgment  was  wholly 
reversed.  I  do  not  think  it  was.  The  justice's  judgm^t 
established  two  things:  1st  That  plaintiff  had  no  claim 
against  the  defendant ;  and,  Sd.  That  the  defendant  had  a 
claim  of  fifty  dollars  against  the  plaintiff.  The  plaintiff 
appeals  and  claims  what  he  claimed  before  the  justice,  namely, 
a  judgment  in  his  favor  against  the  defendant,  of  fifty  dol- 
lars or  over. 

The  new  trial  in  the  county  court  established  two  things : 
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let  That  the  plaintiff  had  no  claim  against  the  defendant ; 
.  and,  2d.  That  defendant  had  none  against  the  plaintiff.  It 
was  not  an  entire  reversal  of  the  justice's  judgment;  that 
part  of  it  which  destroyed  the  plaintiff's  claim  was  upheld. 
If  the  justice's  judgment  had  been  simply  for  the  defendant^ 
destroying  the  plaintiff's  claim,  and  the  plaintiff  had  appealed, 
there  would  be  no  question  as  to  defendant's  right  to  costs. 
When  the  defendant's  rights  are  not  affected  by  the  question 
of  offer,  I  cannot  see  how  he  ceases  to  be  the  prevailing 
party.  He  has  not  prevailed,  it  is  true,  to  establish  his  own 
claim,  but  he  has  prevailed  to  destroy  the  plaintiff's  claim, 
and,  therefore,  his  judgment  before  the  justice  was  not 
reversed. 

Order  reversed,  with  ten  dollars  costs. 
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K  T.  SUPERIOR  COURT. 
IsBABL  W.  MoBBB  agt  Thb  Watexbvby  Button  Oqmpahy. 

Under  section  241  of  the  Code,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  sheriff  to  retain  pos- 
session of  the  property  attadt&dy  notwithstandfaig  the  ex  parte  approral 
of  the  undertaking  by  the  court  or  officer  on  granting  the  order  tot  the 
discharge  of  the  attachment,  until  all  objections  to  the  sureties  on 
plaintiffs  part  are  either  waived  or  the  undertaking  be  reapproved  on 
justification  of  the  sureties;  and  any  positive  direction  to  the  contrary 
which  may  be  incorporated  into  the  order  of  dischaige,  is  erroneon& 

The  verbal  consent  of  the  attorney  for  the  plaintiff  to  the  entiy  of  the 
usual  order  for  the  dischaige  of  the  attachment,  cannot,  therefore,  be 
construed  into  a  waiver  of  the  plaintiffs  ri^t  to  except  to  the  suffi- 
ciency of  the  sureties  or  to  their  justification. 

At  Special  Temij  December^  1873. 

MonoH  to  modify  order  for  the  discharge  of  attachment. 

Fbeedman,  J. — ^Under  gections  340  and  341  of  the  Oode, 
as  thej  stood  prior  to  18699  a  defendant  after  appearance  in 
the  action,  could  apply  ex  parte  for  the  dischai^  of  the 
attachment  Upon  such  application  he  was  bound  to  deliver 
to  the  court  or  officer  who  had  issued  the  attadunent,  the 
undertaking  required  by  section  341,  and  upon  compliance 
with  this  provision  and  the  approval  of  the  undertaking  by 
such  court  or  officer,  an  order  was  made  discharging  the 
attachment.  It  thereupon  became  the  duty  of  the  sheriff 
without  express  directions  contained  in  the  order  to  ^t 
effect,  to  deliver  or  pay  to  the  defendant  or  his  agent,  all  the 
proceeds  of  sales  and  moneys  collected  by  him  under  the 
attachment  and  al^  the  property  attached  remaining  in  his 
hands.  The  plaintiff  was  not  entitled,  as  matter  of  right,  to 
notice  of  any  of  these  proceedings. 
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By  an  amendment  of  section  241  passed  in  1869,  it  was, 
however,  provided  as  follows : 

"  And  the  plaintiff  may,  within  three  days  after  receiving 
written  notice  of  the  filing  of  such  undertaking,  give  notice 
to  the  sheriff  that  he  excepts  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  sure- 
ties. If  he  fails  to  do  so,  he  shall  be  deemed  to  have  waived 
all  objection  to  them.  "When  the  plaintiff  excepts,  the  sure- 
ties shall  justify  on  notice  in  like  manner  as  upon  bail  on 
arrest.  And  the  sheriff  shall  be  responsible  for  the  suffi- 
ciency of ,  the  sureties^  and  may  retain  possession  of  the 
property  attached,  and  the  proceeds  thereof  in  his  hands, 
until  the  objection  to  them  is  either  waived,  as  above  pro- 
vided, or  until  they  shall  justify,  or  new  sureties  shall  be 
substituted  and  justify." 

Under  this  provision  it  i&the  duty  of  the  shemff  to  retain 
possession  of  the  property  attached  notwithstanding  the  ex 
parte  approval  of  the  undertaking  by  the  court  or  officer  on 
granting  the  order  for  the  discharge  of  the  attacliment,  until 
all  objections  to  the  sureties-  on^  plaintiff's  part  are  either 
waived  or  the  undertaking  be-  reapproved  on  justification  of 
the  sureties ;  and  any  positive  direction  to  the  contrary  which 
may  be  incorporated  into  the  order  of  discharge,  is  erroneous* 
The  provision  referred  to  secures  to  the  plaintiff  a  substantial 
right,  of  which  he  cannot  be  deprived.  The  verbal  consent 
of  the  attorney  for  the  plaintiff  to  the  entry  of  the  usuri 
order  for  the  discharge-  of  the  attachment  in  thi&  case  cannot, 
therefore,  be  construed  into  a  waiver  of  plaintiffs  right  to 
except  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  sureties  or  to  their  justifi- 
cation. 

The  order  of  December  twenty-fourth  must  be  modified  by 
striking  out  the  words  ^^  and  that  all  the  property  attached 
thereunder  by  the  sheriff  of  the  city  and  county  of  New 
York,  remaining  in  his  hands  be  delivered  to  the  defendants 
or  their  agents,  and  be  released  from  said  attachment." 
Vol.  XLVI  67 
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In  the  case  of  BuUard  agt.  PsaraaUy  on  qnestdon  of  costs, 
reported  cmteypage  383,  the  defendant  carried  the  question  to 
the  conrt  of  appeals,  and  it  was  argued  and  affirmed  April 
7th,  1874. 


EXPLANATION. 


We  have  had  in  onr  possession  for  several  years  past,  cer- 
tified copies  of  old  opinions  of  the  court  of  appeals,  which,  on 
examination,  were  found  not  to  be  reported  in  that  conrt, 
and,  from  their  brevity,  &c.,  it  was  supposed  were  not 
intended  to  be ;  and  occasionally  we  have  published  one,  for 
the  sake  of  variety  or  to  fill  out  a  number  of  our  reports, 
knowing  that  good  law  is  never  the  worse  for  being -old. 
But,  unfortunately,  the  case  of  Wait  agt.  Cfreen  {ante^  page 
449)  has  not  only  been  reported  in  the  court  of  appeals  (36 
N.  T.  J?.,  556),  but  it  is  not  good  law.  Judge  Bockbs,  in 
calling  our  attention  to  the  subject,  says,  ^^  and  which  opinion 
then  (1867)  received  the  concurrence  of  all  the  members  of 
the  court  But  the  principle  of  this  case  was  afterwards  ^ry 
carefully  reconsidered  in  the  court  of  appeals  (40  N.  1^.,  314), 
and  disapproved.  Therefore,  Wait  agt  Ghr^en  is  not  now 
authority.  Still,  although  condemned  and  overruled  in  fisLct, 
it  was  reported,  perhaps  inadvertently,  in  1872,  in  62  Ba/ri.^ 
341.  The  heresy  of  that  case  should  not  be  perpetuated." 
In  that  view  we  concur  entirely,  and  regret  v^ry  much  its 
appearance  in  the  present  volume. — Bbp. 
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OONTAlRUiO  TBS  ITHCXU  OW 


How.,  ANTB^  AND  QUESTIONS  OF  PRACTICE  CdfTAINED  IN 

66  Barbour;  7  Lansing  and  60  and 61 N.  T.  Reporis. 


A. 

AOCOUNTING. 

1.  In  an  action  to  compel  an  ac- 
counting, all  persons  interested  in 
obtaining  the  account  must  be 
made  parties.  (PeMe  agt  PiBlri$y 
7  Lans,,  90.) 


ACKNOWLEDGMENT. 

1.  Where  a  wife  is  introduced  to  the 
#fficer  taking  her  acknowledgment 
to  a  deed  by  her  husband,  m  the 
presence  of  his  brother,  both 
known  to  the  oflScer,  there  is  suf- 
ficient ground  for  his  certificate  of 
knowledge  of  the  grantor;  though, 
if  mistaken,  the  deed  would  oe 
avoided.  (Boatford  agt.  Restfard^  7 
Lans,,  6.) 

2.  Where  the  wife  making  an  ao- 
knowled^ent  made  no  reply  to 
the  questions  put  by  the  officer  as 
to  the  execuQon  of  the  deed  by 
her  freely,  Ac-^Beldf  that  her 
assent  m&ht  be  implied  from  her 
sUenoe.    (/d) 


ACTION. 

1.  An  action,  on  behalf  of  the  plain- 
tiff and  other  tax-payers,  to  re- 
coyer  a  tax  alleged  to  have  been 
unlawfully  collected,  and  to  re- 
strain its  disbursement  by  injunc- 


tion, none  of  the  other  taz-pi^erB 
appearing  to  join  with  him,  will 
be  regarded  as  the  personal  action 
of  the  latter.  (StB^ume  agt 
^%n,  7  Zan«., 852.) 

2.  Nor  will  such  an  action  lie  on  be- 
half of  other  tax-payers,  entitled 
to  distinct  payments  out  of  the 
whole  tax  collected;  or  to  prevent 
a  multiplicity  of  suits,  where  die 
pleadings  and  evidence  fail  to  indi- 
cate any  purpose  of  others  to  sue. 
or  their  dissent  from  the  proposed 
disbursement  of  theiqoney.    (Id.) 

8.  And  where  it  is  neither  alleged 
nor  shown  that  other  tax-payers 
are  dissatisfied  with  the  intended 
disbursement,  a  judgment  direct- 
ing repayment  to  them,  for  which 
they  do  not  apply  or  authorize 
an  application,  cannot  be  sus- 
tained.   (Id.) 

4  Where  a  wrong-doer  sells  property 
illegally  taken,  the  owner  may 
waive  the  tort  and  sue  for  money 
had  and  received;  and  where  the 
property  taken  is  money,  it  may  be 
recoveied  in  such  an  actton  without 
waiting  for  the  formality  of  a  sale. 
(Trifon  agt.  Baker,  7  Zona,,  511.) 

5.  Where  in  an  action  against  two 
or  more  defendants  upon  a  Joint 
contract  the  summons  is  served 
only  upon  one  and  judgment  is 
perfected  as  prescribed  by  section 
186  of  the  Code,  a  second  action 
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may  be  broujriit  against  all  the 
defendants.  The  special  remedy 
prescribed  in  snch  case  by  sections 
B75  to  881,  inclusiye,  of  the  Code, 
is  not  inconsistent  with  the  rem- 
edy by  action,  and  a  prohibition 
against  snch  action  will  not  be 
implied  therefrom.  The  new  rem- 
edy riyen  by  these  sections  is 
cumuTatiye  only.  (Lane  sgL  SaUer. 
51  N,  r.  R,  1.) 

6.  An  action  to  foreclose  a  mortgage 
giyen  to  secure  a  bond,  wherem 
judgment  is  a^ked  against  the 
obligor  for  any  deficiency,  is,  as 
to  the  latter,  an  action  arising  on 
contract,  and  one  wherein  a  seye- 
ml  judgment  may  be  had,  and 
hence  is  subject  to  a  counter-claim 
of  any  other  cause  of  action  on 

*  contract,  which  such  obligor  had 
against  plaintiff  at  the  time  of  the 
commencement  of  the  action. 
(HurU  agt  Chaapman^  51  N.  T,  R, 
555.) 

7.  An  action  in  equity  will  lie  to 
ascertain  and  fix  the  bocmdary 
lines  between  the  lands  of  the 
parties,  wheneyer  there  are  peeu- 
Mar  equities  attacUng  themselyes 
to  the  controversy  ^or  when  it  will 
prevent  a  multiplicity  of  suits. 
{Boyd  agt  Dawie,  65  Barb.,  237) 

8.  When  case  and  assumpsit  were,  at 
commim  law,  concurrent  remedies, 
the  form  of  action  that  the  pleader 
selected  was  determined  by  the 
insertion  in,  or  omisuon  from,  the 
declaration,  of  the  allegation  that 
the  defendant  undertook  and 
promised.  This  right  of  selecting 
remedies,  and  whether  the  action 
is  in  tort  or  assumpsit,  must,  since 
the  Code,  be  determined  by  the 
same  criterion.  {Booth  agt  The 
Farmers  and  MeMoniee,  Dational 
Bank  of  Boehetter,  66  Barb.,  457.) 

9.  A  tax-payer  at  laige.  of  a  munici- 
pality, haying  no  private  interest 
m  the  question,  more  than  other 
tax-payers,  cannot  maintain  an 
action  in  equl^,  as  against  the 
public  authorities,  to  set  aside  or 


prevent  acts  didmed  to  be  SlegaL 
[Tift  agt  The  OUff  of  Buffalo^  65 
Barrb,,  460.) 

10.  Although  it  bis  been  held,  in 
several  cases,  that  a  tax-payer  can- 
not maintain  an  aotion^  m  his  own 
name,  to  restrain  the  coUectioii  of 
a  tax  assessed  upon  the  inhabitaats 
of  a  town,  village  cv  city  of  which 
he  is  a  resident,  nor  to  set  aside  the 
proceedings  of  municipal  corpora- 
tions whicm  only  affect  him  as  they 
do  other  tax-payers  or  inhabitants 
of  such  corporation ;  yet  he  can 
maintain  such  an  action  whai  he 
sustains  some  specific  inluij.  i^Phe 
People  esc  rel.  A/dn  agt  Morgany  65 
Barb.,  478.) 


ALIMONY. 

1.  An  order  for  alimony,  pendente 
lite,  is  superseded  by  the  judg- 
ment (Wood  agt  Woody7  Lane., 
204.) 

2.  If  future  alimony  ou^t  to  be 
pidd  after  judgment,  a  clause  to 
that  effect  should  be  inserted  in 
it.    (Id.)  * 

8.  Or  if  reasons  exists  for  its  pay- 
ment pending  an  appeal,  a  nesh 
application  ^ould  be  made.    (Id.) 

4.  It  seems  the  rule  is  the  same  in 
respect  to  all  orders  made  upon 
hiterlocutory  applications.    (M.) 

5.  The  superior  court  of  the  city  of 
New  Toi^  has  jurisdiction  to  grant 
a  divorce  and  allow  alimony  where 
the  parties  are  properiy  bcSbre  the 
court  (Komp  agt  Aom^,  ante, 
148.) 

6.  If,  after  a  judgment  of  divoroe 
has  been  rendcSred  by  that  court 
without  making  any  providon  as 
to  alimony,  and  sabsequently  an 
order  of  that  court  is  made  on  Ae 
foot  of  the  judgment  or  decne, 
allowing  alimony  and  making  par- 
ticular provisions  for  its  secaritv 
and  payment  out  of  certain  real 
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estate  of  the  defendant,  this  order 
cannot  be  attacked  collaterally 
and  want  of  Jurisdicion  of  that 
court  interposed  as  a  defense  in  an 
equitable  action  against  the  de- 
fendant in  the  supreme  court  to 
set  aside  as  fraudulent  certain  con- 
veyances made  by  the  defendant 
to  avoid  carrying  out  and  pertbrm- 
ing  such  order  for  alimony.    (IcL) 

7.  The  jurisdiction  of  courts  of 
equity  to  grant  relief  in  cases  of 
fraud  and  trust  was  not  abolished 
by  the  statute  which  instituted  a 
creditor's  bill  upon  a  judgment 
and  an  execution  retumea  unsatis- 
fied.   (i».) 

8.  But  it  is  well  settled  that  an  action 
to  set  aside  a  fraudulent  convey- 
ance may  be  maintained  by  a 
creditor  without  iudgment,  who  is 
otherwise  remediless.    (Id.) 

9.  Bdd^  upon  the  clear  weight  of 
evidence  on  behalf  of  the  plain  tiff 
in  this  action,  that  the  conveyances 
from  the  defendant  to  Schneider 
and  from  him  to  Miss  Bur^raff  of 
the  premises  number  6  Ehzabeth 
street,  be  declared  to  have  been 
made  with  the  fraudulent  intent  of 
defeating  the  recovery  of  alimonv 
by  the  plaintiff  from  the  defend- 
ant and  the  security  which  he  was 
required  to  give,  and  that  the  said 
conveyances  are  void  as  against  the 
plaintiff.  A  receiver  appointed, 
Ac.    (Id.) 

10.  Alimony  and  allowance  for  ex- 
penses will  not  be  allowed  in  an 
action  for  divorce  brought  by  one 
claiming  to  be  a  wife,  where  mar- 
riage, in  &ct,  is  denied  by  the  an- 
swer, until  the  actual  existence  of 
the  marital  relation  la  proved  to 
the  satisfaction  of  the  court,  or  is 
admitted.  The  court,  however,  is 
not  limited  to  the  allegations  of  the 
complaint  and  the  &nials  of  the 
answer.  If  other  legitimate  proofe 
are  submitted  which  make  out,  in 
the  judgment  of  tiie  court,  a  fair 
presumption  of  the  fact  of  mar- 
riage, it  has  power  to  make  the 


allowances.  (Pbckhah,  J.,  dis- 
sentingj  (BrinJdey  agt  BrirMsy, 
50If,T.B.,lSL) 


ANSWER 

1.  Where  an  armoer  \a  stricken  out  by 
the  court  as  sham^  without  any 
leave  given  to  serve  a  new  or 
amended  answer,  the  defendant  is 
not  entitled,  on  motio/i,  to  have 
the  plaintiff's  (regular)  iudgment 
set  aside,  and  to  be  allowed  to 
have  an  amended  ansioer  previously 
served  stand.  (Sehmid  agt  Ar- 
guimban^  ante^  105.) 


APPEAL. 

1.  Where  the  plaintiff,  in  an  action 
to  recover  the  value  of  a  watch, 
testifies  on  the  trial  to  a  state  of 
facts  tending  to  show  that  the 
watch  was  pledged  to  defendant 
for  a  loan  of  money,  but  in  such  a 
contradictory  manner  that  the  lury 
would  have  been  authorizea  to 
find  that  the  watch  was  sold  to  the 
defendant,  as  defendant's  evidence 
tended  to  prove,  and  not  pledged 
fo^  a  loan  of  money,  as  claimed 
by  the  plaintiff,  and  the  jury  find  a 
verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  this  court, 
on  appeal,  will  not  disturb  the  ver- 
dict.   (Eines  agt.  Strong^  ante^  97.) 

2.  Where  a  complaint  contains  two 
causes  of  action,  and  the  referee 
finds  from  the  evidence  that  there 
were  no  such  causes  of  action,  this 
court  will  not  interfere  with  such 
findinff.  (Qraham  agt.  Selover^ 
cmte.,  107.) 

8.  Where,  after  the  close  of  the  testi- 
mony, and  the  cause  summed  up, 
the  further  consideraUon  of  the 
case  is  postponed,  to  enable  the 
plaintiff  to  move  at  speciid  term 
to  amend  his  compliant,  which 
motion  is  made  and  denied,  it  will 
not  be  held  as  error  by  this  court, 
although  the  referee  might  have 
allowed  the  amendment  u  the  mo- 
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*  tion  had  been  made  before  him, 
especiaUy  where  the  demand  of 
the  plaintiff  is  very  stale,  if  not 
barred  bv  the  statute  or  limita- 
tions, and  not,  therefore,  entitled 
to  any  favor  from  the  court.    {Id) 

4.  The  first  subdiylsion  of  section 
871  of  the  Code  applies  to  aU  ecua 
^  appeal  from  a  Judgment  of  a 
{ostice's  court  where  a  new  trial  is 
to  be  had,  and  is  not  limited  to 
eases  depending  upon  questions  of 
law  only,  (Biabif  agt  Warden^ 
ante,  289.) 

5.  VHiere  under  this  section  one 
good  ground  ia  stated  in  the  notice 
of  appeal,  to  wit :  ^  That  the  judg- 
ment should  have  been  more 
&yorable  to  the  defendant  in  this, 
to  wit:  it  should  not  have  been 
for  a  larser  amount  than  ten  dol- 
lars,'' it  Is  sufficient  to  govern  the 
eoete  on  the  appeal.    (Id.) 

6.  Where  the  tenmcf  a  parol  eontraet 
betweoi  the  plaintiff  and  defend- 
ant are  in  dispute,  and  the  evidence 
presents  a  question  of  fact  for  the 
justice  to  determine  what  those 
terms  were,  and  he  finds  in  accord- 
ance with  the  evidrace  and  ckdm 
of  the  defendant,  unless  th^e  has 

.  been  some  error  committed  in  the 
admission  or  rejection  of  evidence, 
the  judgment  upon  that  finding 
cannot  l^  disturbed.  (Kinney  agt. 
Pudney,  ants,  268.) 

7.  An  appeal  from  an  order  made  at 
special  terra  sustaining  exceptions 
to  a  referee's  report  upon  a  ques- 
tion of  fact  reversing  the  refo'ee's 
decision,  cannot  be  taken  directly 
to  the  general  term.  Judgment 
must  first  be  entered  and  the  ap- 
peal taken  from  that.  (Semphill 
agt.  TruU,  anle,  884.) 

See  Commission. 

Wallaee  agt  Am,  Linen  Thread 
Company,  ante,  403. 

8.  If  no  printed  copies  of  a  case  are 
served  by  appellant  on  respondent, 

.  as  required  by  Rule  90,  then,  if  no 


motion  be  made  by  respondent  to 
dismiss  the  appeal  under  lUile  50, 
when  the^use  is  regularly  reached 
in  its  order  on  the  general  tenn 
calendar,  and  the  answer  of  the 
respondent  is  **  ready  "  judgment 
of  affirmance  rendered  at  general 
term  will  be  sustained.  (.S^noi9n 
agt  JVi0M,  anU,  466.) 

0.  The  general  term  has  jurisdiction 
of  the  appeal  to  affirm,  reverse  or 
modify  the  judgment  app^ed 
from  when  a  case  has  been  made, 
settled  and  filed.    (Id) 

10.  A  party  cannot  plead  his  own 
laches  as  cause  for  the  defeat  of 
his  antagonist  who  has  adhered  to 
the  rule  of  court    (Id) 

tiee  Dbfault  ajxd  iNqirsBT. 

JE&n»  agt  Brennan^  ante,  479. 

See  Ikwwblascr. 

Bryee  agt  LorHlard  Fire  Ine.  Ob., 
ante,  498. 

SeeCoBTFtL 

Church  agt  MiUer,  anle,  526. 

11.  An  order  denying  a  motion  to 
dismiss  the  compuunt  on  the 
ground  that  the  summons  does 
not  contain  the  proper  notice, 
does  not,  U  eeenu,  affect  a  sub- 
stantial right,  and  is,  therefore: 
not  appealable  to  the  ffenenu 
term.  (Per  Mullin,  P.  J.) 
(MeCoun  agt.  K  T.  C,  d  Hudeon 
B.B.R0o,,7  Lane.,  75.) 

12.  An  order  of  general  term  re- 
versing an  order  of  special  term 
sustaining  a  demurrer,  is  not  ap- 
pealable to  this  court  (CoH  agt 
Slewart,  50  K  T.  R,  17.) 

18.  The  provisions  of  the  Code  regu- 
lating the  formal  proceedings  in 
an  action  do  not,  simply  becaose 
they  are  statutory  regulations,  ne- 
cessarily become  of  the  substance 
of  the  remedy  or  substantial  in 
their  character.    (Per  Aiaxs,  J. ; 
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Ohubch,  Oh.  J.,  Peovham,  J^ 
concurring.)  (MeCoun  agt.  N.  J. 
a  B.  R  Oo.,  50  If,  r.  -R,  1V6.) 

14  An  order  denying  motion  to  set 
aside  a  summons  and  complaint 
upon  the  ground  that  the  noUce 
inserted  in  the  summons  is  not 
under  the  right  subdivision  of  sec- 
tion 129  of  the  Code,  where  the 
complafnt  was  served  with  the 
summons,  does  not  affect  a  sub- 
stantial rieht,  and  is  not  appeal- 
able to  this  court  (Gboyeb  and 
FoLOEB,  JJ.,  dissenting.)    (Id,) 

15.  Uponi^^>eaI  from  an  order  which 
may  have  been  matter  of  discre- 
tion the  appellant  must  show  that 
it  was  made  imon  a  ground  that 
did  not  authorize  the  court  to  ex- 
ercise any  discretion;  otherwise 
the  appeal  will  be  dismissed. 
{Ofi9hfnan  agt  BrnnOrett,  50  N,  F. 
i2.,  296.) 

16.  The  time  to  appeal  in  cases  com- 
ing under  the  fourth  subdivision 
of  section  11  of  the  Code  is  not 
limited.    (Pbckham,  J.)    (Id,) 

» 

17.  In  an  action  upon  a  promissory 
note,  tried  by  the  court,  where 
the  defense  is  one  not  available  as 
against  t^bonaflde  holder,  in  which 
position  plaintiff  claims  to  stand, 
after  the  receipt  of  all  tne  evidence 
as  to  the  bona  flde$  of  the  transfer 
to  plaintiff,  and  an  announcement 
upon  the  part  of  the  defendant 
that  he  has  no  more  to  offer  upon 
that  subject,  if  in  the  opinion  of 
the  court  the  testimony  established 
the  fact  that  plaintiff  is  a  bona  fids 
holder,  it  is  not  bound  to  receive 
the  evidence  offered  to  sustain  the 
defense,  and  the  decision  cannot 
be  reviewed  by  this  court,  al- 
though enough  was  shown  to 
have  required  the  submission  of 
the  question  thus  determined  to  a 
jury,  bad  the  case  been  tried  by  a 
jury.  (Brookman  agt  MUbank,  50 
M  r:i?..878.) 

18.  Although  a  case  contains  no  find- 
ings of  fict  or  exceptions,  if  the 


JiAgment  below  is  materially  me- 
difieid  bv  the  general  term  the 
party  injuriously  affected  by  the 
modification  has  the  right,  upon 
appeal  to  this  court,  to  a  review 
of  the  question  as  to  the  correct- 
ness of  the  modification.  (Hart 
agt  TTondZtf,  50  If,  Y,  B,,  881.) 

19.  Where  a  general  objection  to  proof 
offsred  is  sustained,  error  will  not 
lie  if  any  true  ground  of  objection 
exists.  But  if  the  proof  is  objec- 
tionable simply  upon  a  ground 
which  might  be  obviated,  if  speci- 
fied, and  such  objection  is  not 
made,  but  is  purposely  suppressed, 
while  others  not  tenable  are  stated, 
the  former  will  be  deemed  to  have 
been  waived  and  cannot  be  urged 
to  sustahi  the  ruling  upon  appnil. 
(Heig/U  agt  The  PeapU,  50  N,  7, 
B,  892.) 

20.  Where  a  judgment  in  an  action 
tried  by  the  court  or  a  referee  is 
reversed  by  the  general  term  and 
new  trial  ordered  upon  questions 
of  fact,  the  general  term  is  not 
required  to  specify,  in  its  order, 
the  particular  errors  of  fiict  to 
authorize  a  review  in  this  court; 
it  is  sufficient  if  the  order  states 
generally  that  the  reversal  was 
based  wholly,  or  in  part,  upon 
errors  of  fact  (HtibbeU  agt  Jmg$, 
tiON,  r.iJ.,480.) 


21.  An  appeal  from  an  order  does 
not  authorize  the  review  and  re- 
versal of  any  other  order,  however 
closely  the  two  may  be  united. 
In  re  Oom,  of  Ckntral  Parkf  50  N, 
^,  B,,  498.) 


^" 


22.  The  provision  of  the  act  regulat- 
ing the  opening  and  laying  out  of 
streets,  etc,  in  the  city  of  New 
York,  whidi  declares  that  the 
reports  of  commissioners  of  esti- 
mate and  assessment,  appointed 
under  it,  when  confirmed,  shall  l>e 
*' final  and  conclusive*'  ^178, 
chap.  85,  Laws  of  1818;  2  K.  6., 
408),  was  not  repealed  or  affected 
by  the  general  provisions  of  the 
Cfode  prescribing  the  jurisdiction 
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of  this  court  (Code,  g  11),  a^  an 
order  confirminff  the  report  of 
commiflsioners  of  estimate  and  as- 
sessment appointed  in  proceedings 
by  the  commissioners  of  Uie  Cen- 
tral Park  nnder  the  act  for  the  lay- 
ing out  and  improTcment  of  certain 
portions  of  the  city  of  New  York 
(chap,  097,  Laws  of  1867),  which 
proceedinsB  were  governed  by  the 
act  of  18&,  is  not  appealable  to 
this  court    (Id,) 

28.  The  right  to  a  preliminary  in- 
junction or  to  an  inlunction  pen- 
dente Ute  rests  in  all  cases  in  the 
discretion  of  tl^e  court  of  originid 
Jurisdiction.  An  order,  ther^ore, 
dissolving  such  an  ii^unction  does 
not  affect  a  substantial  right,  snd 
is  not  reviewable  in  this  court 
(ThdPMpleBgL  Sehoonmaker,  50  K 
T.  J?.,  499.) 

24  It  does  not  follow  from  an  allega- 
tion or  averment  of  a  litigant  of  Uie 
unconstitutionality  of  a  particular 
law  which  enters  into  or  even 
which  mi^  be  the  foundation  of  a 
litigation,  that  every  order  made 
in  the  progress  of  the  action  in- 
volves the  constitutionality  of  such 
law  within  the  meaning  of  subdi- 
vision 4  of  section  11  of  Uie  Code, 
as  enacted  in  1865.    (/d) 

25.  B  %eemi  that  to  bring  a  case 
within  that  provision,  the  court  in 
making  the  order  complained  of 
must  have  passed  directly  upon 
the  constitutional  question,  and 
the  intent  of  the  legislature  was  to 
restrict  such  app^s  to  cases  in 
which  a  law  of  the  State  is  declared , 
unconstitutional  and  a  party  thus 
deprived  of  some  right  given  by 
the  statute.    (Id,) 

26.  An  order  denying  a  motion  for  a 
reargument,  which  moUonis  based 
upon  the  ground  that  a  justice  who 
heard  and  decided  the  case  below 
sat  as  a  member  of  the  court  upon 
the  hearing  of  appeal  from  the 
Judgment,  is  appealable  to  this 
court  (Chraham  agt  Linden.  50  N, 
T.  R,  547.) 


27.  Where  the  record  shows  that 
other  Justices  heard  and  decided 
the  case  at  general  teim,  this  is 
not  contradicted  by  proof  that  the 
Justice  before  whom  the  case  was 
tried,  as  presiding  Justice  of  the 
general  term,  <SJled  the  esse 
when  reached  upon  the  cal^idar, 
and  made  some  inquiries  of  coun- 
sel as  to  the  papers.    (M*) 

28.  A  defendant  has  not  an  absolute 
legal  right  to  have  the  facts  upon 
which  plaintiifs*  claim  for  equita- 
ble relief  depends,  tried  by  a  jury. 
Tlie  mode  of  trial,  in  such  cases, 
is  a  matter  of  discretion  with  the 
court,  and  its  decision,  in  respect 
thereto,  is  not  reviewable  in  this 
court  iChlman  agt  IHaaon.  50  N. 
r.  R,  572.) 

29.  A  defendant  has  no  absolute 
right  to  a  preliminary  order  se^ 
tllng  issues  in  an  acti<m  fbr  equita- 
ble relief  to  be  tried  by  a  Jury.  A 
refusal  to  grant  such  an  order  does 
not  necessarily  deprive  the  defSnud- 
ant  of  his  rifht  to  sudi  trial.  If 
he  has  that  ncht  and  the  cause  is 
brought  to  tnal  before  the  court 
without  a  jury  the  defendant  may 
then  object,  and  it  will  be  the  duty 
of  the  court  to  order  the  cause  to 
be  tried  by  a  Jury.  If  the  court 
refuse  so  to  do,  defendant's  remedy 
is  by  appeal  from  Judgment    {U, ) 

80.  An  appeal  to  this  court  firom  an 
interlocutory  order  is  premature 
and  improper.    (M) 

81.  On  appeal  from  a  judgment  dis- 
missing complaint  in  an  eq«ity 
acticm,  with  costs,  the  general 
term  modified  the  judgnMnt  by 
granting  a  portion  ot  the  lelia 
prayed  for,  and  affirmed  it  as 
thus  modified.  EM,  that  the 
seneral  term  in  making  their 
decision,  necessarily  held  tSat  the 
spNgcial  term  .should  not  have  dis- 
missed the  complaint,  but  should 
have  granted  that  por^n  of  the 
relief  sought  embraced  in  the 
modification,  and  that  the  torm  of 
the  Judgment  was  tedmically  er 
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Toaeous;  but  that  the  earror  was 
one  of  form  merely,  except  as  the 
qnestion  of  costs  was  conceraed  ; 
and  as  coats  were  in  the  discretion 
of  the  court  below,  this  court 
would  not  disturb  the  judgment 
m>on  that  ground.  {Broo&  agt 
CW«M,  60  NTT.  R,  689.) 

82.  The  rulings  of  this  court,  that 
error  of  law  cannot  be  alleged 
upod  appeal  from  an  order  and 
ddcision  of  an  inferior  court  grant- 
ing or  refusing  new  trial,  where 
the  trial  was  by  jury,  and  the 
fiicts  as  well  as  the  law  were  before 
the  court,  having  been  made  suffi- 
ciently public  to  render  them 
obligatory  upon  the  public  and 
the  precession,  if  appeals  from 
orders  ^nting  new  trials  are  per- 
sisted m,  instead  of  dismissals 
thereof,  judgments  absolute  will 
be  rendered  against  the  appellants, 
in  pursuance  of  their  stipulations 
upon  appeal.    (Allen,  J.,  Feck- 


83.  An  appeal  does  not  lie  to  this 
court  n'om  an  order  granting  or 
refusing  a  new  trial  on  the  ^ound 
of  newly  discovered  evidence. 
(SeaciUesL^i,  Landon  [Mem.],  50  K 
Y,  R.y  686.) 

8i.  Upon  argument  of  demurrer  to 
defendant's  answer  the  special 
term  ordered  that  defendant  have 
iudgment  on  the  demurrer,  with 
kave  to  plaintiff  to  amend  his 
complaint  or  reply,  on  payment 
of  costs.  Upon  appeal,  Uie  gene- 
ral term  affirmed  the  order,  and 
directed  that  defendant  have  judg- 
ment on  the  demurrer,  as  provid^ 
in  the  order  of  special  term. 
Upon  this  defendant  entered  what 
purported  to  be  a  Iudgment,  ad- 
judging that  the  order  of  special 
term  be  affirmed,  and  that  defend- 
ant recover  an  amount  named  as 
costs.  BM,  that  this  was  not  a 
final  judgment  in  the  action,  and 
was  not  appealable  to  this  court 


{Barker  agt.  (Mcb  [Mem.],  50  N. 
T.  R,  689.) 

85.  A  question  as  to  the  constitution- 
ality of  a  law  or  as  to  the  sufficiency 
of  a  pleading  cannot  be  raised 
for  the  first  time  in  the  court  of 
appeals.  It  cannot  consideif  a 
matter  or  subject  that  has  not 
been  presented  for  adjudication  to 
and  aetermined  by  the  subordi- 
nate court.  (Ddaney  agt.  Brett. 
51  N.  Y.  JR.,  78.) 

86.  A  plaintiff  upon  appeal  must  stand 
by  the  theory  of  his  case  as  pre- 
sented by  his  complaint  and  upon 
the  trial.  Accordingly, — Hdd^  that 
where  plaintiff  su^  and  claimed 
upon  the  trial  as  assignee,  he  could 
not  upon  appeal  assert  a  claim 
other  than  that  given  by  the  assign- 
ment. (Home  Ine.  Go,  agt.  W,  T, 
Co.,  51  N.  r.  R,  98.) 

87.  An  appeal  from  a  judgment  of  a 
general  term  does  not  bring  up 
for  review  an  order  denying  a  mo- 
tion for  reaigument,  made  subse- 
quent to  the  judgment  {Letoia 
agt.  Qreider,  61  N.  T,  R,  281.) 

88.  An  objection  that  a  second  com- 
plaint, made  and  served  as  supple- 
mental, in  pursuance  of  an  order 
of  special  term,  is  not  in  aid  of 
the  original  complaint,  and  there- 
fore not  supplemental,  cannot  be 
raised  upon  appeal  from  judgment. 
Defendants*  remedy  in  such  case 
is  by  appeal  from  the  order;  by 
answermg  such  complaint  the  otih 
jection  is  waived.  (Gray,  C.) 
(We^mareagL  Tru8low,512f.  r.R, 
888.) 

89.  Resort  cannot  be  had  to  the  opin- 
ion of  the  general  term  to  deter- 
mine whether  its  reversal  of  a 
judgment  entered  upon  the  report 
of  a  Tef  eree  was  upon  questions  of 
fact.  Unless  this  appears  by  the 
order  or  judgment  of  said  court,  it 
will  be  deemed  to  have  been  upon 
questions  of  law  only,  {Sliddon 
agt.  Sheldon,  51  N.  Y.  R,  354.) 
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40.  If  the  referee  has  found  any  ma- 
terial fact  wholly  without  evidenoe 
or  against  the  undisputed  evidence, 
it  is  an  error  of  law  reviewable 
upon  appeal.    {Id,) 

41.  Where  a  graeral  term  order  re- 
cites the  fact  of  an  appeal  from  the 
order  of  special  term  considered 
therein,  it  will  be  assumed  that 
such  an  appeal  was  taken,  al- 
though no  notice  of  appeal  is  con- 
tained in  the  case.  (iStrtUhen  agt 
PiBarce.  51  N.  T  A,  865.) 


APPEARANCE. 

1.  The  whaUairy  appearanee^  by  attor- 
ney, of  several  defendants  in  the 
ac&on  entitles  the  plaintiff  to  the 
same  eo§U  against  them  under  sec- 
tion 807  of  the  Code,  as  if  such 
defendants  had  been  personally 
served  with  process.  The  volun- 
tary appearance  is  equivalent  to 
Enal  service  of  process.  Code, 
.  (7?ie  dddium  inthe  eateof 
Tiber  act  Majfor  dte,y  of  N,  x., 
17  JL66.,85,ai«a|>p7^Md.)  (SchwinQer 
agt  Hickox^  ante^  114.) 


3.  An  appearance  of  a  defendant  by 
attorney,  and  upon  the  trial,  in  an 
action  under  the  mechanics'  lien 
law  of  1854  for  Westchester  and 
other  counties  (chap.  408,  laws  of 
1854),  is  a  waiver  of  any  defect  in 
the  service  of  the  summons,  and 
binds  defendant  the  same  as  in 
any  other  action.  (Mor$  agt  Stan- 
tan,  61  N.  F.  B,y  649.) 

3.  A  voluntaiyand  general  appear- 
anre  in  an  action,  not  only  gives 
juridisction  of  the  parties,  but  cures 
any  Irregularity  in  the  service  of 
process.  (Carpentier  agt  Minium, 
65  Barb,,  293. 


ARBITRATION. 

1.  Where  no  charge  of  corruption  or 
bad  faith  in  the  arbitrators  is  made 
mere  errors  of  judgm^it  are  no 


grounds  for  setting  aside  an  award, 
and  ndther  party  will  be  allowed 
to  prove  for  that  purpose  that  the 
arbitrators  decided  wrong  as  to 
the  law  or  the  facts.     {PgrkiM 

agt  (TOm,  50  jf.  r.  R,  eaa) 

3.  An  award  that  is  sufflcieotly  cer- 
tain to  be  obligatory  as  a  oontrsct 
isvaUd.    (Id.) 

8.  The  rule  that  an  agreeihent  to 
arlHtrate  is  not  sufficioit  to  oust  a 
court  of  law*or  equity  of  jurisdis- 
tion,  is  a  departure  from  tie  gene- 
ral principle  that  effect  shouEl  be 
given  to  contracts  when  lawful  in 
themselves  according  totheir  terms 
and  the  intent  of  tl^  parties,  and 
it  will  not  be  extended  or  applied 
to  new  cases  not  coming  within 
the  letter  and  spirit  oi  the  deci- 
sions already  made.  (i>.  ihK  C. 
Oo.  agt  Fa.  Ooal  Oo,,  50  JIT.  7,  R, 
350.) 

ARREST. 

1.  A  person  duly  arrested  for  fraud  or 
trover  cannot  be  discharged  from 
arrest  on  the  ground  that  he  is  an 
infant  (The  com  of  Brown  agt 
MeOune,  5  Sand.,  &4,  hae  nemr 
beenfoOawedinthueauri.)  (Sehune- 
mann  agt  Fairadi»&,  ante^  496.) 

See  ExBCTTTiosr. 

Noe  agt  Ohrittie,  ante,  496. 

3.  On  a  motion  to  vacate  an  enter  <f 
arreet,  the  defendant  may  elect 
whether  he  will  informally  dconar 
to  the  plaintiffs*  case,  set  forth  in 
the  original  affidavit  as  insufficient 
to  warrant  the  arrest,  thus  pre- 
senting the  naked  legal  question 
on  undisputed  averments  of  fact, 
or  whether  he  will  open  the  ments 
of  the  whole  controversy  by  mov- 
ing on  counter-affldaTOB,  raising 
issues  of  fact  and  proceed  to  an 
informal  trial  on  affloavits.  {Beam 
agt  Hdmee,  ante,  015.) 

8.  But  be  cannot,  in  legal  effect,  pur- 
sue both  methods  at  the  same  time 
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bjMlectiiig  as  the  subject  of  deoial 
and  dknate  such  portions  only  of 
the  plaintifffl*  case  as  he  may  deem 
most  easily  disproved,  and  thus 
debar  the  plaintiffs  from  strength- 
ening other  portions  by  incontesta- 
ble evidence,  which  on  the  original 
proof,  perhaps,  could  hardly  be 
sustained.    (Ja,) 

4.  Where  the  defendant,  therefore, 
on  a  motion  to  discharge  from 
arrest,  upon  all  the  affidavits  and 
papers  used  on  bolh  sides,  strenu- 
ously resisted  the  reception  of  an 
additional  affidavit  which  the 
plaintiffs  had  procured,  substanti- 
ating the  chaige  of  fraud  on  an 
averment  made  in  their  orighial 
affidavit,  on  the  ground  that  the 
defendant  had  not  assailed  the 
truth  of  this  particular  averment 
in  his  moving  affidavits,  but  rested 
his  objection  as  to  this  point,  solely 
on  the  insufficiency  of  the  cmginal 
affidavit    (Id,) 

5.  mad,  that  the  additional  affidavit 
of  the  plaintiffs  must  be  received 
and  read,  which  establi^ed  the 
fact  in  question  beyond  dispute. 
(Id.) 


ASBEBSMENT  AND  TAXATION. 

1.  In  an  application  to  vacate  an  as- 
sessment under  t^e  act  in  relation 
to  frauds  in  assessments  for 
local  improvements  in  the  city  of 
New  York  (chap.  888,  Laws  of 
1858),  the  onus  of  establishing  the 
alleged  fraud  or  Irreffohirlty  is 
upon  the  applicant,  and  he  must 
make  it  appeur  that  such  fraud  or 
irregularity  exists  before  he  is 
entitled  to  the  relief  sought*  (In 
re  Bamfwrd,  60  K  Y.  22.,  509.) 

2.  A  single  publication  of  a  resolu- 
tion authoriaing  a  specific  im- 
provement in  the  ci^  of  New 
York  two  days  before  its  adoption 
is  a  sufficient  compliance  with  the 
provision  of  the  city  charter  of 
1867  (g  7,  chap.  446,  Laws  of  1857), 


which  proMbits  the  passage  or 
adoption  of  such  resolution  until 
it  has  been  published  in  all  the 
newspaperB  emfdoyed  by  the  cor- 
poration at  least  two  days.  (Opin- 
ion of  Inobaham,  J.,  note.    (Id.) 


ATTACHMENT. 


1.  A  general  form  of  notice  bv  the 
sheriff  that  he  attaches  **aU  the 
proper^,  debts,  &c,  of  the  defend- 
ant in  the  possession  or  under  the 
control  '*  of  the  party  served  with 
the  notice,  when  served  with  a 
copy  of  the  warrant  of  attachment, 
does  show  the  property  levied  on 
sufficiently,  and  is  sufficient  to 
constitute  a  valid  levy  under  sec- 
tion 385  of  the  Code.  ((/Brien 
agt  Mecihanio^  and  Tradienf  Fire 
&9.  Oo.y  ante,  429.) 

2.  It  is  optional  with  the  sheriff  to 
limit  his  levy  by  specificatioos  in 
his  notice  or  not.  as  he  pleases 
(Clark  agt  Ooodrkh.  41 N.  f.,  200; 
44  How.  Pr.  R..  228.  explained, 
qaalified  and  dimnguithed).    (Id.) 

8.  The  four  judces  who  conoorred 
with  HuHT,  C£.  J.,  in  the  result 
«in  that  case,  did  not  concur  in  the 
opinion  nor  in  the  reasons  given 
by  the  chief  Justice,  as  to  the  no- 
tice (Kuhlman  agt  Oreer,  5  Dtier^ 
242 ;  and  WOaon  agt  Duncan,  11 
Abb.  ,8).  As  to  this  point  of  notice 
and  the  two  general  term  decisions 
in  this  case,  44  How.  Pr.  R,  over- 
ruied.    (Id.) 

4.  Qremdeitf  agt  Mw^fin-d  (19  Abb., 
469X  Drakeei^  Ooodrieh  (54  Barb, 
78),  approved  In  the  reasons  given, 
without  reference  to  the  facts  of 
those  cases.    (Id.) 

5.  Under  section  241  of  the  Code,  it 
Ib  the  duty  of  the  sheriff  to  retain 
possession  of  the  property  aWuhed, 
notwithstanding  the  ex  parte  ap- 
proval of  the  undertaking  by  the 
court  or  officer  on  granting  the 
order  for  the  dischaige  of  the  at- 


M« 


NEW  YORK  PRA^CnCS  REPOBTa 


Digest 


tachment,  until  all  oblecdoiiB  to 
the  sureties  on  plaintiffs  put  are 
either  waived  or  the  undertaking 
be  reapproved  on  justification  of 
the  sureties;  and  any  positive  di- 
rection to  the  contra^  which  may 
be  incorporated  into  the  order  of 
discharge,  is  erroneous.  (JTosm 
agt.  Ihe  WaMfur^  ButUm  €hm- 
pamify  ofUe^  52a) 

6.  The  verbal  cousentof  the  attor- 
ney for  the  plaintiff  to  the  entiy 
of  the  usual  order  for  the  discharge 
of  the  attachment,  cannot,  there- 
fore, be  construed  into  a  waiver  of 
the  plaintiff's  ri^t  to  except  to 
the  sufficiency  ol  the  sureties  or  to 
their  justification.    (Id.) 

7.  It  is  not  compet^it  for  a  creditor 
to  institute  an  action  in  order  to 
make  a  proper  case  for  issuing  an 
attachment,  or  to  place  property 
in  a  situation  to  be  subject  to  that 
process.  The  provisions  of  the 
Code,  in  reference  to  attachments 
(title  7,  chap.  4,  g§  227  to  24S), 
constitute  a  complete  system  for 
collecting  debts  in  the  cases  and 
manner  therein  specified.  The 
mode  therein  provided  must  be 
pursued;  and  unless  property  is 
so  situated  as  to  be  attachable  and 
convertible  accordlnfl[  to  thtfse 
provisions,  it  cannot  be  attached. 
^hurb&r  agt  BUmek,  90  Jf.  F.  R, 

8.  Debts  and  choees  in  action  are  to 
be  regarded,  under  the  attachment 
laws,  as  legal  assets,  whenever  the 
attachment  acts  directly  upon  a 
legal  tiUe;  but  when  they  are  so 
situated  as  to  require  the  exercise 
of  the  equitable  powers  of  the 
court  to  place  them  in  that  situa- 
tion, they  are  to  be  treated  as 
equitable  assets  only.  (Qbovbr, 
Fbckham  and  Folgeb,  JJ.,  dis- 
senting.)   {Id.) 

9.  No  authority  is  conferred  to  insti- 
tute actions  to  reach  mere  equita- 
ble assets,  or  to  bring  in  other 

earties  for  the  purpose  of  attack- 
ig  trassfiers  of  such  property  as 


firandulent;  that  is  the  office  of  a 
creditor's  bin,  firanded  upon  a 
judgment  and  execution.    (M) 

10.  Accordin^yAaU,  that  an  attach- 
ing creditor  amid  not  maintain  an 
independent  action,  in  the  nature 
of  a  creditor's  bill,  to  set  aside  an 
alleged  fraudulent  assignment  by 
the  debtor  of  a  bond  and  m(»t- 
gage  which  the  sheriff  had  at- 
tempted to  attach  by  leaving  wkh 
the  obligor  a  certified  copy  <A  the 
attachment,  with  notice.    (Id,) 

11.  Also  ^i^(GROVEB,  Fbckham  and 
FoLOEB,  JJ.,  dissenting),  that  the 
sheriff  had  no  authority  to  bring 
an  action  against  the  assignee  for 
that  purpose,  and  to  sulgect  the 
bond  ana  mortgage  to  the  opera- 
tion of  the  attachment    (Id,) 

12.  Where  actions  have  been  com- 
menced in  this  state  by  a  f  ordgn 
corporation  upon  subscripticms  to 
its  c<^>ital  stock,  and  where  a 
warrant  of  attachment  has  been 
issued  against  such  corporation,  by 
virtue  of  which  the  dieriff  has 
attached  the  debts  sought  to  be 
recovered  in  such  actions,  the 
sheriff  has  the  ri^t,  under  section 
287  of  the  Co<k,  to  assume  the 
prosecution  thereof,  either  in  his 
own  name  or  in  that  of  the  oiis|- 
nal  plaintiff.  They  can  also  be 
prosecuted  by  the  plaintiff  in  the 
attachment  proceedinffs,  upon  giv- 
ing the  bond  required  by  section 
2&    (O'Brim  agt  G.  W.  Ox.,  50 

If.  r.  -R,  12a) 

18.  Where  several  attaclimaitB  have 
been  issued  and  one  of  the  attach- 
ing creditors  assumes  the  prosecu- 
tion of  such  actions,  this  does  not 
conchide  the  others  or  operate  as 
a  bar  to  their  daims.  Until  the 
debts  are  collected  and  appro- 
priated to  the  pavment  of  ^e 
attaching  creditors  m  the  order  of 
their  prioritv,  they  are  in  the  cus- 
tody of  the  law,  and  the  ^eriff  is 
responsible  to  the  party  legally 
entitled  thereto  for  whatever  shaU 
be  collected  in  the  pending  actliHiii. 
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He  Is  a  proper  party^,  therefore,  to 
bring  an  action  against  tlie  ad- 
verse claimants  ox  the  fund  to 
settle  and  establish  their  respective 
rights,  or  an  action  can  be  brought 
for  that  purpose  by  another  of  the 
attaching  creditors.    (Id.) 

14.  In  case,  however,  it  is  determined 
that  the  attaching  creditor  who 
prosecuted  the  acnons  is  not  enti- 
tled to  ttie  avails  of  the  collections, 
he  or  his  attorney  is  entitled  to  the 
costs  recovered  therein.    (Id.) 

15.  "Whether  upon  the  decease  of  the 
sheriff,  In  whose  name  an  action 
has  been  instituted,  to  determine 
tiie  rights  of  attaching  creditors, 
his  successor  can  be  substituted 
as  plaintiff,  quere.  7!*he  latter,  as 
official  successor  and  as  trustee 
for  fdl  concerned,  is  a  proper 
party.    (Id,) 

16.  It  seems  an  affidavit,  on  applica- 
tion  for  an  attachment  to  a  justice 
of  the  peace,  showing  grounds 
under  the  Revised  Statutes  and 
also  under  the  act  of  1831  (chap. 
800,  §  80,  d;c. ),  will  authorize  its 
issue  under  either.  (BemmtUen^ 
Sfddmore,  7  Lam.,  161.) 

II.  And  when  a  summons  has  been 
taken  out  against  the  defendant  in 
the  attachment,  and   the   snbse- 

?[uent  proceedings  are  in  con-, 
ormity  with  the  act  of  1881,  that 
it  may  be  presumed  to  have  issued 
under  that  act,  and  although  it 
contains  a  recital  that  it  is  issued 
upon  proof  that  the  defendant  is 
about  to  depart,  &G.    (fd.) 

18.  If  the  justice  approves  the  bond 
it  will  uphold  his  jurisdiction 
against  a  stranger  to  the  proceed- 
ings, e.  ^.,  a  lessor  of  the  property 
levied  on,  not  party  thereto,  not- 
'  withstanding  a  mistake  in  the  con- 
dition, 6.  g.,  an  omission  to  pro- 
vide for  the  payment  of  all 
moneys  received  from  the  pro- 
poty  levied  on,  over  and  above, 
&C.    (LL) 


19.  Reversal  of  the  Judgment  in  the 
action  on  which  execution  has 
issued  against  the  attached  pro^ 
perty  does  not,  it  seems,  invalidate 
the  levy  or  sale,  or  niake  either 
the  party  or  officer  a  trespasser. 
(Id.) 

30.  It  merely  annuls  the  title  acquired 
through  the  sale,  and  entities  the 
owner  of  the  chattel  to  recover  it 
from  any  one  into  whose  posses- 
sion it  has  come.    (Id.) 

21.  One  holding  a  chattel  for  a  time, 
6.  g.,  a  year,  paying  monthly  sums 
for  a  particular  use  and  no  other, 
and  prohibited  from  selling  or 
loaning,  is  not  a  lessee,  but  mere 
licensee,  having  no  interest  liable 
to  an  attachment  against  his  pro- 
perty.   (Id.) 

22.  ProceediujTO  under  attachment 
(Co^r  §  2^  are  ineffectual  to 
reach  a  debt,  due  on  account  to 
the  defendant  in  the  action,  where 
the  sheriff  &ils  to  give  notice  of 
the  levy  to  the  debtor.  (Clfvtk  agt. 
Wa/rren^  7  Lam,,  180.) 

28.  A  chose  in  action  is  incapable  of 
seizure  by  the  iberiff.    (Id.) 

24  It  seems  a  chose  in  action  is  ex- 
cepted from  sale  by  subdivision  2, 
§287,  Code.    (23.) 

25.  The  fraudulent  assignment  of  a 
bond  and  mortga^  oy  a  debtor 
does  not  prevent  his  creditor  from 
acquiring  a  lien  thereon  by  attach- 
ment; and  where  such  lien  has 
been  acquired  by  the  service  of  the 
attachment,  with  the  proper  notice 
upon  the  obligor  and  mortgagor, 
the  attachment  creditor,  after  per- 
fecting judgment  and  issuine  exe- 
cution, may  maintain  an  equitable 
action  in  his  own  name  to  enforce 
the  lien,  by  setting  aside  the  fraud- 
ulent transfer.  (If.  A  T.  Bank  agt. 

Doifcwi,  61  jv:  r:.R,5i9.) 

26.  There  is  an  original  Jurisdiction 
in  the  court  of  equity,  independent 
of  the  statute  in  relation  to  al« 
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tachments,  to  take  oogBteance  of 
actions  of  this  character.    (Id.) 


ATTORNEY 

1.  A  tranifer  of  prppertj  made  by 
a  debtor  for  the  porpoae  of  with- 
holding it  from  the  satisfaction  of 
the  lawful  demands  of  his  credi- 
tors is  a  misdemeanor  mider  the 
statues  of  New  York,  and  the  per- 
son who  receives  as  well  as  the 
one  who  transfers  the  title  are  both 
guilty.  {Ooodemmffh  agt.  Bptm/m, 
ante,  847.) 

2.  No  attorney  or  counsel  has  the 
right,  in  the  discharge  of  profes- 
sional duties,  to  induce  his  client, 
by  his  advice,  to  the  violation  of 
the  laws  of  the  state,  and  when 
he  does  so  he  is  implicated  in  his 
client's  guilt,  and  the  couit  will 
not  lUlow  him  to  be  profited  by  his 
unlawful  conduct    (Id,) 

8.  The  relation  existing  between 
attorney,  counsel  and  client  con- 
sider^.   {Id.) 

4.  It  wiU,  however,  maintain  the 
validity  of  a  transfer  made  to  an 
innocent  third  party,  provided  the 
title  is  perfect;  but  if  a  condition 
set  forth  in  the  bill  of  sale  suggests 
to  the  vendee  a  doubt  as  to  the 
perfection  of  the  tiUe,  then  he 
must  bear  the  consequences  of  his 
neglect  in  the  exangfnation  of  the 
titfe.    {Id.) 

6.  In  agreements  between  attorneys 
and  clients,  even  thou|4i  made 
under  section  808  of  the  Code,  the 
court  wiU  observe  the  rule  of  giv- 
ing the  most  favorable  construc- 
tioo  thereof  in  the  interest  of 
clients.  {BurUrig  agt.  Kinff,  anU^ 
452.) 

6.  EM,  that  there  should  be  made 
by  the  courts,  in  defense  of  the 
honor  and  inteffrit^r  of  the  l^al 
profession,  a  discrimination  be- 
tween contracts  properly  stipula- 


ting a  measure  of  oompensatloa 
for  professional  serrfces,  and  (hose 
in  which  attorneys  secure  to  liiem- 
selves  an  interest  virtually  as  own- 
ers, in  the  8Ul)}ect-matter  of  litiga- 
tion.   {Id.) 

7.  It  has  long  been  settled,  that  pro- 
fessional communications  between 
a  party  and  bis  professional  ad- 
viaer,  althoufl^  th^  do  not  relate 
to  any  litigation,  either  commenced 
or  anticipated,  are  privileged  where 
the  wUeikn'  is  the  pa^y  inter- 
rogated. This  privi^ge  now  ex- 
tends equally  to  iMh  partieB. 
{OamM  4^  FUat,  ante,  520.) 

8.  Since  the  Oode,  the  fee  bill  is  not 
the  measure  of  an  attorney's  ser- 
vices. He  must  prove  them,  as 
before  the  Code,  when  thev  were 
not  rendered  in  a  suit  {0ar;fkid 
agt  Kirk,  66  Barb.,  454.) 

9.  To  entitle  an  attorney  to  recover 
for  professional  services  rendered 
to  his  client,  he  is  not  required  to 
swear  to  each  notice  drawn  and 
served,  and  how  mudli  it  was 
worth.  It  is  enough  for  him  to 
prove,  in  general  terms,  the  pro- 
ceedings in  a  cause,  the  time  occu- 
pied in  the  performance  of  anv 
part  of  the  services  by  which  thefr 
value  was  enhanced,  and  the  value 
of  the  whole,  or  in  detail,  as  he 
may  elect    {Id.) 

10.  In  such  ah  action  the  vahie  of  the 
plaintiiTs  services  mav  be  proved 
by  the  opinions  of  attorneys. 
founded  {Mutlv  on  their  *  personal 
knowledge  of  the  services,  and 
partly  upon  the  testimony  of  the 
plaintiff  and  others  personally 
acquainted  with  them.    {M.) 

11.  In  an  action  by  an  attorney  against 
his  client,  to  recover  for  his  ser- 
vices, the  value  of  the  pro| 
involved  in  a  litigation  is  a 
mate  subject  of  prooC    {M) 

12.  An  attorney  has  a  Uoi  upoft  a 
Judgment  recovered  by  Mm  for 
any  sum  agreed  upon  between  Mm 
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and  hift  client  as  a  compensation 
for  his  services,  as  well  as  for  the 
costs  in  the  juagment,  and,  to  the 
amount  of  such  lien,  is  to  be 
deemed  an  equitable  assignee. 
When  the  recovery  is  solely  for, 
costs,  the  judgment  itself  is  legal 
notice  of  the  Uen,  and  this  hen 
cannot  be  discharged  by  payment 
to  any  one  but  the  attorney.  (JTor- 
OuOl  agt.  Meeeh,  51  K  F.  JR.,  140.) 

18.  But  when  the  Judspent  is  for 
damages  and  costs  it  is  not  notice 
of  the  lien,  even  for  the  taxed 
costs,  and  such  Men  can  be  pro- 
tected only  by  nottee  to  the  judg- 
ment debtor.  (Eabl,  C,  dissent- 
ing.)  (Id.) 

14.  An  attorney  who  brings  an  action 
in  the  name  of  another,  in  which 
he  is  ben^dally  interested  bv 
virtue  of  an  agreement  by  which 
he  is  to  have  a  portion  of  the  re- 
covery as  compensation  for  his 
servic^  is  liable,  the»  same  as  the 
plaintift,  for  defendant's  costs  (2 
R.  B.,  619, 1 44).  His  liability  has 
not  been  anected  by  the  provision 
of  the  Code  (S  806)  legalizing  such 
ittreements.  (VoorKee9  agt.  Mc- 
GbHR^,  61  N.  T.  R,  887.) 


AFDITING  CLAIMS. 

iSM  Makdamus. 

People  w  rd,  Hatoleif  agt  Barle^ 

ante,  267. 
MaUer  af    JBrown  agt.    Qreen^ 

ante,  802. 
Pifople  ex  reL  Duffin  agt  EaHey 

ante^dOS. 
PeopU  ex  reL  JdUer  agt  Oreen, 

ante^Wt. 


AWARD. 

1.  Where  no  charge  of  corruption  or 
bad  faith  in  the  arbitrators  is  made, 
mere  errors  •  of  judgment  ai^  no 
grounds  for  setting  aside  an  award, 
and  neither  party  will  be  allowea 


to  prove  for  that  purpose  that  the 
arbitrators  dedded  wrong  as  to  the 
law  or  the  facts.  (Perkini  agt. 
OOee,  60  N.  T.  R,  22S,) 

2.  An  award  that  is  sufflcientiy  cer- 
tahi  to  be  obligatory  as  a  contract 
isvaUd.    ifd.) 


B. 

BANE  CHECK. 

1.  Foigeiy  in  bank  check,  mutual 
mistake,  upon  whom  loss  should 
fall— viewed  in  a  moral  light,  each 
party  was  guiltless;  in  tne  law  tiie 
negll^nce  of  the  one  is  no  mater 
than  that  of  the  other,  and  for  this 
reason  it  is  inequitable  for  the 
defendant  to  detain  the  money 
paid  by  the  plamtiffs  under  a  mis- 
take common  to  each.  (Nat.  B'k 
Oommeree  a^  Ifat,  Moeh.*$  Bank- 
ing Amoeiahon,  ante,  874.) 


BANKRUPTCY. 

See  JuiuflDiOTiON. 

OUbert  agt  Onwtford,  anU,  222.* 


BILLS,  NOTES,  CHECKS. 

1.  The  next  day  after  presentment 
and  demand  en  payment  of  a  note 
payable  at  a  place  in  the  city  of 
New  York,  the  clerk  of  the  notary 
examined  the  city  directory  to  find 
the  address  of  an  indorser,  whose 
address  was  not  upon  the  note. 
Not  finding  it  he  inquired  of  the 
maker,  who  gave  him  a  wrong 
address,  to  which  he  mailed  notice. 
Held,  that  this  was  due  diligence 
and  sufficient  to  chaige  the  indor- 

*  ser.    iOawtry  agt  Doane,  51  JBf,  T, 
iJ.,84.) 

2.  The  degree  of  diligence  required 
to  charge  an  indorser,  under  the 
provisions  of  the  act  of  1857,  in 
relation  to  comuiercial  paper  (sec- 
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tion  8,  chap.  416.  Laws  of  1807), 
by  service  of  notice  of  protest  by 
mail,  where  the  reputed  residence 
of  the  indorser  is  at  the  same  place 
where  the  note  is  payable,  is  no 
greater  than  that  required  by  the 
common  law  in  a  case  where  the 
place  of  paymenVdiifers  from  the 
place  of  residence.  {Reqtia  agt 
OolUns,  51  N.  r.  Ry  144.) 

8.  Defendant  indorsed  a  promissory 
note  made  payable  at  a  bank  in 
the  citT  of  Rochester.  At  the  time 
of  and  for  ten  years  prior  to  the 
indorsement,  she  resided  in  that 
city,  and  six  months  before  the 
note  fell  due,  she  removed  to  the 
dty  of  New  York.  PlalntilTs 
agent  made  various  inquiries 
shortly  before  the  maturity  of  the 
note,  among  others,  of  a  relative 
of  defendant,  and  was  informed 
she  still  resided  in  Rochester. 
When  the  note  was  left  at  the 
bank  for  collection,  the  teller  was 
informed  that  all  the  parties  lived 
in  Rochester,  and  he  so  advised 
the  notiuy  who  protested  the  note. 
No  inquiry  was  made  in  Rochester 
upon  the  day  the  note  matured. 
,  Notice  of  protest  was  maUed  to 
*  defendant,  addressed  to  her  at 
Rochester.  Held,  that  within  the 
meaning  of  the  act  of  1857,  Roch- 
ester was  the  city  where,  **from 
the  best  information  obtained  by 
diligent  inquiry,"  defendant  was 
reputed  to  reside;  that  the  service 
was  suflEicient  and  defendant  pro- 
perly charged.    (Id,) 


BROKER. 

1.  Where  a  real  estate  broker  on 
receiving  a  piece  of  real  estate 
from  the  owner  for  sale,  beii^g 
apprehensive  that  an  a^I^^i^S 
owner  may  purchase  it,  proposes 
to  the  owner  that  if  such  adjoin- 
ing owner  does  purchase  he  (the 
owner)  shall  pay  the  broker  his 
eomimssion$y  as  such  prospecttre 
purchaser,  being  unfriendly  to  the 


broker,  would  not  purchase  from 
or  through  him,  to  which  proposi- 
tion the  owner  aseents,  and  the 
property  is  subsequently  sold  to 
such  adjoining  owner,  the  broker 
is  entitled  to  his  commissions  from 
the  owner,  although  it  is  cUdmed 
by  him  that  the  property  was  sold 
by  another  firm  of  real  estate 
brokers  and  that  the  plaintiff  had 
nothing  to  do  with  the  sale  oi  H. 
{Smbereon  agt  Dean,  ante,  Mtt.) 


2.  The  verdict  of  the  Iniy,  upon 
conflicting  and  contramctory  testi- 
mony in  such  cases,  in  fiivor  of 
the  plaintiff,  held  conclusive.   (Id.) 


8.  To  entitle  a  real  estate  broker  to 
compensation,  it  is  suflScient  that 
a  sale  is  effected  through  his  amicj 
as  its  procuring  cause;  and  If  his 
communications  with  the  purcha- 
ser are  the  means  of  bringing  him 
and  the  ogvner  together,  and  the 
sale  results  in  consequence,  the 
compensation  is  earned,  although 
the  broker  does  not  negotiate  and 
is  not  present  at  the  sde.  {Llotfd 
agt.  MaUh0to$,  51  N.  F.  Ry  184) 

4.  Itis  not  necessary  that  the  pur- 
chaser be  made  known  to  the 
owner  as  the  broker's  costomer  if 
he  is  so  in  fact.  The  owner  is 
entitled  to  know  that  the  broker 
has  been  instrumental  in  sendinsr 
the  purchaser;  but  when  advlsea 
by  the  latter  that  he  has  received 
information  of  the  purpose  to  sell 
and  the  price,  it  is  the  owners 
duty  to  inquire  whence  the  infor- 
mation was  derived.    (Id) 

5.  Where  the  owner  has  placed  his 
property  in  the  hands  of  two  or 
more  brokers  to  sell,  notice  to  one 
of  a  change  of  purpose  does  not 
affect  another,  nor  is  the  ktler 
chaigeable  with  notice  because  of 
acts  of  the  owner  in  improving 
the  property  inconsistent  with  a 
desi^  to  sdl,  and  hk  agency  is 
not  revoked  thereby.    (M^ 
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CASES  APFIRMED,  RE- 
VERSED, &c. 

AUm  agt  White  (57  Barb.,  604),  re- 
affirmed. {Ball  agt  Siegit,  7 
Laru.,  106.) 

Ohaae  agt  (%  of  Lowell  (7  »G^, 
85),  approved  and  followed. 
{Arffus  Oo,  agt  Mayor  of  AUxmy, 
7Xan«.,264.) 

QrofnUe  Bank  a^  ilgr^A  (16  Pick.y 
893),  apim>irea  and  followed. 
{Biyan  agt  Ai/dtMn;  7  Zant.,  174.) 

Mack  agt  JRt^cfttii  (42  IT.  F.,  171), 
explamed.  (OWi^  agt.  Albany 
Bailwayy  7  Xotm.,  471.) 

Mdrru  agt  jtfbtfo^  (2  Paige,  586), 
held  applicable  and  followed. 
(Baynor  agt  ^SsImM,  7  Lans,,  440.) 

Tl^tto  afft  JfeiVSrM  (88  N.  F.,  871), 
applied.  (PrendergoMl  agt  .B^rs^, 
7  2an«.,  489.) 

The  decisions  in  Honegeberger  agt 
The  Second  Avenue  BaHroad  Com- 
pany (1  Keyee,  570),  and  Warner 
afft  2^i\r.  y.  Om^oZ  BaOroad  Oo, 
(M  N,  F.  465),  commented  on,  and 
disapproyed.  (OceteUo  agt  TA^ 
ifl^ntMMM  <lte.,  JBo^IiitMKf  Cfo.tWBarb. 
92.) 

Contributory  negligence  is  matter 
of  defense,  and  not  to  be  afflrma- 
tlrely  disproved  in  order  to  entitle 
the  injured  party  to  recover  for  a 
personal  injury.  The  decision  to 
the  contrary  in  Warner  agt  The 
Hf,  F  Oentral  B  B.  Oo.  (3  N,  F. 
466),  was  abiUr,  and  is  not  binding 
as  authority.  {Bobineon  agt.  The 
N,  F.  Central  <fe.,  B.  B  Oo,.  66 
Barb.,  146.) 

The  ease  of  The  Com  Mcdmnge 
Ina  Cb.  agt  Babeoek,  (42  if.  F. 
618),  distinguished  from  this. 
(B^agt  du^idk,  65 .Bfi»r6.,  822.) 


The  esM  of  .%m  agt.  2he  Jf.  F. 
Gm^m)  BaHroad  Company  (86  jy. 
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F.  210),  and  other  cases  to  the 
same  effect,  distinguished  from  the 
present,  and  declared  to  have  been 
cases  of  negligence,  or  causes  arising 
upon  contract,  where  the  question 
was,  what  was  the  proper  rule  of 
damages.  They  do  not  apply  to 
cases  of  vnUful  torongs.  (Munger 
agt  Baker,  65  Barb.,  589.) 

Springer  agt.  Dtover  (58  Barb.,  189). 
reversed.  (Sprmger  agt  Dtoyer,  50 
N.r.B,  19.) 

Eeinemann  et  al  agt  Beard  et  al.  (58 
Barb.,  524),  reversed.  (Eeinemann 
et  al.  2^  Heard  et  al^  50  If.  T. 
jR,  27.) 

Fint  National  Bank  of  Whitehall 
agt  Lamb  et  al.  (57  Barb.,  429), 
reversed.  (Mret  National  Bank  of 
Whitehall  agt  Lamb  et  aL,  50  N. 
F.  R  96.) 

itf«fcr  agt  White  et  al.  (57  Bar  J., 
504;  59  Barb.,  434),  reversed. 
(Miller  agt.  Tl^ite  «<  o^.,  50  N.  T. 
B.,  187.) 

Qoodmn  et  aL  9^.  Bolt.  <fe  OAi<?  12: 
B  Co.  (58  J3iM*.,  195),  reversed. 
(Qoodmn  et  al.  2^  BaU.  d  Ohio 
B.B.  Co.,  50  If.  T.B.ilU.) 

Caeeof  the  Protector  (12  Tra;;.,700), 
ezplahied.  (MeStea  agt.  Matthews, 

50  N.  F.  ij.,  na) 

i^y^  agt.  Smyth  (2  ^(2tfom«,  254;  2 
JUng.  Bed.  B.,  298),  exphdned. 
(Brinkley  agt  Brinkley,  50  JIT.  F 
iJ.,  189.) 

JWtf  agt.  Knr  (27  Jf.  F.  188),  criti- 
dsed.  (KeUing&r  agt  Forty^eeeond 
Street,  etc,^ K  B.  Co.,  50  iVT  Y.  iJ., 
209.) 

iVias  agi  Oewego  db  Syracuse  B  B. 
Oo.  (68  Air6.»699),reveried.  (Price 
agt  Omeego  dt  Qyracuee  B.  B.  Co., 
60  N.  F.  5.,  218.) 


Hunt  a^  X£ 
criticised.    (. 


(89  if.  F.,877). 
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H.  Camd  Co.  tgt  Penn,  Goal  Co,, 

HON.  r.R,m,) 

SeoU  agt  Averv  (5  H.  of  L,  C,  811), 
explained.  \Pre9ident,  etc.,  D.  d 
H.  Canal  Co.  agt  P^n.  Coal  Co., 
60  if.  T.  R,  267.) 

In  re  WiU  of  John  Kdlum  (6  Lan$., 
1),  reveraed.  Unre  WiU  of  Jokn 
KfXiMrh,  60  N.  T.  R,  288.) 

White  agt.  CarroU  (42  IT.  Y.,  161). 
explained.  (Mdr9h  agt  EUnoorth 
et  al.,  60  JV.  71  A,  818.) 

Verona  Cent  Cheem  Co.  agt  Mur- 
iaugh{i Lane.,  17),  revered.  (FV 
fvna  C^0iU.  CA«0«0  6b.  agt  Mur- 
iaugh,  60  if.  Y.  R,  814.) 

l^fMr  1^  Beekman  et  al{4&  Bote. 
Pr.,  ft),  revereed.  {Miner  agt 
Beekman  et  at.,  60  if.  r.  £,  8#7.) 

il(2am«  agt  DomeZftm  (6  8M.,  818), 
explained.  (^Jiet  0^  o^.  agt.  Jf2mt- 
^KWMry  ^ <^i  M  -^^  }^*  ^,  869.) 

Howard  Ins.  Co.  agt.  /8!Ti&n0r(6  IRU, 
298)^  orerroled.  {Ogden  agt.  iS(z«t 
iJttw  Jtm.  CV?., 60  if.  r  A,  890.) 

Oermond  agt.  <7<>n««  (2  j5iZ7,  669),  ex- 
plained. (Moneritf  ekgt.  Boea  et  al, 
50  if  r.  A,  486.) 

CamfMl  agt  Johruiton  (1  /8snd  (7A., 
148),  explained.  (Monerirf  agt 
Ami  ^  oZ.,  60  if.  F.  &,  4860 

iV0^  oe  rt0{.  /T^rmantf^otw  agt.  Clute 
(42  jHiw.  iV.,  167),  reversed.  (Peo- 
ple €»  re{.  Fwrman  et  al.  agt.  Cluto, 
60  if  R,  461.) 

ifoOidtf  agt  Su>ap  (14  iiOm,  188),  ex- 

Slained.    {Oraham  agt.  Lindm,  60 
r.  r.  ii.,  662.) 

IVopfo  agl.  HHU  (86  if  F.,  449),  ex- 
plained Mid  distinguished.  (1^ 
^  esc  rel,  CUy  of  R  ei  (A.  agt 
i^n^  ^  o^.,  60  if  F.  R,  661.) 


Xantf  agt  iSa^^  et  al  {^  BobL,  289, 
reversed.  (Zoim  agt  SaUer  et  dL, 
61  if  F.  iJ.,  1.) 

.Bmn^  agt.  Judeon  (21  if  F.,  288), 
criticised  and  questioned.  (1F2ifa- 
fnanagt.  Ifalley,  impleaded,  ite^  til 
N.  F.  S.  88.) 

MatUhmn  agt  Om;  (49  if  F,  57),  dis- 
tinguished and  limited.  (LcbdeU 
agt  StoweU,  61  if  F.  R,  77.) 

Brookman  agt  ITamia  (48  JIT.  F., 
664),  distinguished.  (iA02an^  agt. 
Brett  etal.,  51  if  F.  R,  82.) 

TA«  iVopdOer  ife^AofoJk  (8  TToA.,  153), 
distinguished.  (ifi?r7i«  Ins.  Go.  agt 
TTw .  Tr.  Co.,  51  if  F.  R,  96.) 

• 

£bM  agt  Mather  (47  jftzr^.,  582),  re- 
versed. (Bo8»  agt.  Mather,  51  if  F. 
it,  108.) 

WSUamion  aft  ^lOMm  (2  .flM,  446), 
disapproveo.  (£bM  agt  JfotAer,  51 
if  YR,  112.) 

.8^2^  agt  Dinmnare  (61  Boi^.,  69; 
84  Jffiw.  Pr.  R,  421),  revereed. 
(£^^  agt  Dinmore,  51  ^.  F.  R, 
166.) 

JSioMWi  agt.  DmIiI  (48  if  F.,  264), 
distingmshed.  (Belger  agt  i>i}u- 
iik?r^61  if  F.  A,  171.) 

Kennedy  agt  2%<^  et  o^.  (2  I^jr, 
258),  reversed.  (Kennedy  agt 
n(?rp  6«  a«.,  61  if  F.  .R,  174.) 

Preet,  dtc,  Del.  and  End.  Canal  Co. 
agt  Clark  (Sup.  Ct.  U.  R,  not  pet 
reportedl  explained.  {Netoman  et 
oTagt  Al/oord  et  al.,  51  if  F  R, 
196.) 

Chandeler  agt  Zopu«  (C^.  Jac,  4), 
explained.  {Bawkine  act  i^Tmier- 
ftw  ^  oi. ,  51  If.  F.  A,  iSte,) 


/S^MiM  a£t.  Wood  (2  OwRM^  48),  ex- 
plained.   {Hawkine  agt 
rf erf., 51  if  T.R,m.) 
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Suiett  agt.  Colgate  (20  J.  i2. ,  196),  ex- 
plained. {Hawkins  agt  Pemberton 
etal.,filN»  r.jB.,204.) 

Aleccandre  ei  al.  agt.  Sun  Mut.  Ins, 
Co.  (49  Barb,,  476),  reversed. 
(Alexandre  et  al.  agt.  Sun  Mut 
Ine.  Co.,  51  K  T.  R,  258.) 

The  Qt.  Indian  Peninmla  RCo.Hgt- 
Saunders  (1  S.  d  S.,  101;  Eng.  C. 
L.  R,  41,  affirmed;  2  B.  d  A,  110 
id.,  266),  distingaished.  (Alexan- 
dre et  al.  agt.  Sun  Mut.  Ins.  Co.,  51 
N.  T.  R,  266.) 

Kmberl^  agt.  PdtMn  (19  N.  F.,  887), 
distinguished.  (Foot  et  ai.  agt. 
ifaf»A  et  al.,  51  i^:  F.  R,  292.) 

WMtaker  agt  ^A^  ^«0.  £  A  Ci?. 

LB^.,  «50),  reversed.    (Whita- 
agt.  JS^A^  il«0.  jS.  jS.  Co.,  51 
if.  77 -B.,  295.) 

Jones  a^  Shears  (4  Add.  db  SI.,  882V 
questioned.  (Sehuyler  agt  iSm^ 
e<<rf.,  51  J\^  r.JZ.,  817.) 

Jtw  agt  MUler  (19  Bor^.,  197),  ques- 
tioned. ( Waddea  agt  Darling,  51 
JV.  F  A,  882.) 

C;9«<9r  agt.  LoriOard  (14  FSmd.,  265), 
explamed.  (TF<;^i7u>r0  «t  cU.  agt 
TrusUmetaL,  51  if.  F.  R,  848.) 

Oo^  agt  iJ<m«  (2  Edw.,  554),  ex- 
jj^ained.  {Wetmore  et  al.  agt 
5Vt«tow«<ai.,  51  N.  F.  ii.,  844J 

Dean  agt  iM  (5  .SIm^,  45),  criticis- 
ed and  explained.  (Uray  agt. 
Durland,  51  Jf.  F.  5.,  427.) 

XaM0  agt  Buchanan  et  al.  (61  JB^if6., 
86),  reversed.  (Z(>M0  agt  JS'ueftof^ 
anetal.,61  N.  F.  J2.,  476.) 

Ea$f  agt  T^  OtA^^m  O.  (2  if.  F, 
159),  distinguished,  itosee  agt 
.OttManan  «<  <rf.,  51  N.  F  5.,  479.) 


Fletcher  agt.  .B^n(2  (1  .Sn^.,  265 
jTi.  R],  affirmed,  8  H.  L.  [L.  R], 
880),  questioned.  (Losee  agt.  Bu- 
chanan, 51  if.  F  R,  486.) 

TA^muM  agt.  Tr»neA««<0r  (2  Seld.,  807), 
distinguished.  (ZOM0  agt.  Clute 
etal.,  51  if.  FA,  497.) 

Ba/een  agt.  j^^  JS^iOiMiy  €b.  (41  if. 
F,  296),  explained.  (JBaUm  agt 
i^t6  Railway  Co.,  51  if.  F  JS., 
548.) 

Twinam  agt  /Stoorf  (4  Xon^.,  2681 
Ihnited.  {AUm  agt  .Pto,  51  2f. 
FjB.,566.) 


CERTIORARI 

1.  When  a  case  is  made  for  issuing 
a  writ  of  certiorari,  it  will  be 
directed  to  all  persons  whose  re- 
turn is  necessary  to  enable  the 
court  to  determine  the  regularity 
or  validity  of  the  proceedings  of 
the  officer  or  tribunal  sought  to  be 
reviewed.  (The  People  ex  rek  Dam 
agt  Em,  65  Barb.,  170.) 

2.  To  require  that  a  writ  should 
issue  to  each  of  the  officers  or 
bodies  whose  action  is  sought  to  be 
reviewed,  is  whollv  unnecessarv  ; 
it  seems.  It  would  be  sacriflcmg 
substance  to  form.    (Id.) 

8.  The  court,  in  reviewing  proceed- 
ings, on  eerdoroH,  is  governed  by 
the  return  of  the  officers  or  bodv 
to  whom  the  writ  is  directed.  It 
will  not  take  into  consideration 
papers  annexed  to  the  return.   (Id.) 

4  Iftheretumtoawritof  e^rtJorori, 
is  not  sufficiently  full  in  relation  to 
the  matters  which  the  relator 
desires  to  have  reviewed,  he  should 
applv  for  a  further  and  more 
specmc  retccm.  If  he  omhs  to  do 
so,  the  return  will  be  held  soffldent 
if  it  sets  forth  the  detennination 
made,  and  the  facts  upon  which  it 
was  founded.    (Id.) 
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5.  A.  petitioner  for  bonding  a  town 
for  nilroad  purposes  may  bring  a 
etrUofmri  to  review  procesdings  of 
the  county  Judge  thereon,  which 
have  be^  illegally  conducted. 
(Aopltf  MTtL  Yaumam  agt  Wag- 

6.  A.  certiorari  broup^ht  In  the  name 
of  A.  B.,  "  supenriBor  of  the  town 
o(  iocJ"  may  be  r^^arded,  If  the 
supenrisor  haa  no  author!^,  as  the 
individual  proceeding  of  A.   B. 

(ia.) 

7.  And  so  It  may  be  regarded  as  the 
proceeding  of  the  town,  if  the  in- 
dividual is  not  entitled  to  institute 
it.    (IcL) 

8.  The  town  may  bring  the  proceed- 
ing to  review  the  action  of  the 
county  Judge.    (fiL) 

9.  Petitioners  may  withdraw  their 
signatures  at  any  time  before  the 
final  submiBslon  of  the  matter  to 
the  judge.    (Id,) 

10.  On  proceeding  upon  the  petition, 
the  contestants  offered  to  have 
certain  petitioners  appear  and 
withdraw  their  consents.  EM^ 
that  it  was  erroc  to  rqfect  this 
offer  upon  a  general  oblection, 
and  that  the  objection   that  the 

Setitioners  were  not  actually  pro- 
uced   could   not  be  first  inade 
upon  review.    (Id) 

11.  It  is  not  essential  that  the  parties 
opposing  the  proceedings  oefore 
the  county  Judge  should  oe  named 
In  his  return  to  a  >nit  of  eertuh 
rari.    (Jd> 

12.  It  is  the  office  of  a  common-law 
cerUorari  to  review  the  determina- 
tions of  a  board  of  supervisors, 
and  this  remed  v  is  proper  in  case 
such  a  board  refects,  as  not  Just  or 
legal,  a  claim  which  the  legislature 
has  declared  bjr  statute  to  be  Just 
and  leg^lf  and  has  directed  the 
board  to  audit  and  aQow.  Al- 
though the  court  cannot  by  cer- 
tioran  comp^  a  performance  of 


this  duty,  it  oan  rev«ne  the  erro- 
neous decision,  leaving  the  party, 
in  case  of  further  rerusal  to  per- 
form its  duty,  to  such  further 
remedy  by  mandamus  or  other- 
wise as  the  law  gives  him.  (P^- 
pleexreL  9^Bowrdof  SwpertUon 
qf  Madiion  Oounf^,  51  A  T.  R, 


CHATTEL  MORTGAGE. 

1.  When  default  is  made  in  the  pay- 
ment of  the  debt  which  a  chattel 
mortgage  is  given  to  secure,  the 
Utte  to  Sie  mortgaged  property  be- 
oomes,  eo  indarUi,  absolute  in  the 
mortAigee.  (Hamead  agt  Swarii, 
arUe,2Si,) 

3.  The  only  right  that  remains  to  the 
mortgagor,  after  such  default,  is 
that  of  redemption;  and  this  rig^t 
may  be  barrea  by  a  sale  of  the  pro- 
perty at  public  auction  or  private 
sale,  without  notice.    (Id.) 

8.  If  the  debt  is  payable  in  »fwtoa- 
menU  and  default  is  made  in  the 
payment  of  one  installment  only, 
the  title  of  the  qiortgagee  is  as 
perfect  as  if  defkidt  was  made  in 
payment  of  the  whole  debt    (IcL) 

4.  To  entitle  the  mortgagor  to  re- 
.  deem  under  such  a  mortgage  he 

must  pay  or  tender  the  whme  debt 
The  whole  title  vests  on  deftmlt, 
and  the  whole  title  must  be  divest- 
ed by  the  redemption;  and  that 
can  only  be  done  on  payment  of 
tiie  whole  debt    (Id.) 

5.  In  an  action  of  trover  the  plaintiff 
is  entitled  to  recover  the  value  of 
the  property,  as  of  the  time  of  the 
sale  mMie  bv  the  mortgagee,  and 
for  the  loss  of  the  use  prior  thereto; 
but  he  is  not  eatitlea  to  the  value 
of  the  use  subsequently.    (Id,) 

5.  Where  a  ehaUel  morigage  conveys 
the  whole  stock  in  trade,  the  whde 
concern  forming  the  groceiy  and 
liquor  store  of  the  mortgagor,  wUk 
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the  inerectss  and  decreoie  thereof^ 
and  providing  for  the  continnea 
possession  of  the  mortgagor,  it  is 
wid  on  its  face.  {MUtnacht  agt. 
Kdly,  ante,  457.) 

7.  Although  a  horse,  wagon  and  har- 
ness mortgaged,  did  not  constitute 
X)art  of  the  stock  in  trade  which 
was  the  subject  of  *'  increase  and 
decrease,"  yet  as  to  the  stock  in 
trade,  the  mortgage  being  fraudu- 
lent as  against  creditors,  that 
fraud  affected  the  whole  mortgage, 
rendering  it  wholly  void.    (Id.) 


CLAIM  AND  DELIVERY. 

1.  A  defendeoit  is  not  estopped  h J  the 
execution  and  delivery  of  an  un- 
dertaking  to  the  sheriff  from  show- 
ing the  true  amount  and  value  of 
the  ^oods  taken  by  the  sheriff,  and 
redelivered  to  him.  {Takott  agt 
Belding,  ante^  419.) 

3.  Nor  can  the  plamtiff's  affidavit, 
nor  the  recitals  in  the  undertaking 
be  used  as  showine  the  true 
amount  and  value  of  the  goods, 
where  the  allegations  in  these 
papers  are  too  indefinite  and  un- 
certain to  justify  a  verdict  for  any 
precise  sum  or  quantity  of  articles, 
<&c.    {Id,) 

8.  Executions  in  these  cases  must 
clearly  describe  the  property  of 
which  possession  is  to  be  delivered. 
(K) 

4.  An  undertaking  given  in  these 
proceedings  is  not  required  to  be 
sealed  and  is  not  a  deed,  nor  does 
it  form  any  part  of  the  record  hi 
the  action;  it  is  collateral.  As  an 
estoppel  in  pais  it  is  inoperative. 

m 

5.  Where  the  defendant  is  lawfblly 
in  possession  of  goods  .imder  an 
assignment  made  to  him  for  the 
benefit  of  creditors,  a  demand^  by 
the  plaintiff,  of  the  property  before 
suit  brought  is  necessary.    {Id) 


6.  In  an  action  to  recover  the  pos- 
session of  personal  prt^rty,  where 
the  property  has  a  usable  vsdue, 
tiie  value  of  its  use,  during  the 
time  of  the  detention,  is  a  proper 
item  of  damages.  {AUen  agt  Fox. 
61  iV.  F.i?.,  663.) 

7.  A  ro<][ui8ition  upon  the  sheriff  in 
an  action  to  recover  the  possession 
of  personal  property,  only  protects 
him  in  taking  the  proper^  speci- 
fied from  the  possession  of  the  de- 
fendant namea.  Where,  however, 
the  actual  possession  remains  in 
the  defendant,  although  there  has 
been  a  transfer  of  title  and  a  con- 
structive change  of  possession,  the 
process  is  a  protection.  {mUUs 
agt  Montgomery/,  50  -Y.  F.  i?.,  862.) 


COMMISSION. 

1.  An  order  denying  a  motion  for 
commission  to  take  testimony  of  a 
foreign  witness  is  appealable,  be- 
cause it  affects  a  substantial  right. 
{WaUaee  agt  uim.  Linen  Thread 
Co,,  ante,  m,) 

2.  An  order  granting  a  commission 
is  not  appealable,  Decause  it  can- 
not affect  prejudicially  a  substan- 
tial right    {Id.) 

8.  The  right  of  a  party  to  an  action 
to  have  the  evidence  of  witnesses 
taken  upon  commission,  and  the 
power  of  the  court  to  award  a  com- 
mission, depends  solely  upon  the 
statute.  {McGoO,  agt  8,  m.  Ins, 
Co,,  60  N,  F.  R,  882.) 


4  Under  the  statute  (2  R.  8.,  894,  _ 
11,  12,  28),  a  commission  is  not 
authorized  unless  an  issue  of  fact 
is  joined,  afid  is  depending  when 
the  application  therefor  is  made, 
and  the  right  to  the  trial  of  the 
issue  appears  upon  the  record.  {Id.) 

6.  Accordingly  held,  that  an  order 
awarding  a  commission  made  after 
the  judgment  and  appeal,  and 
while  the  appeal  was  pending  un- 
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determiiMDd,  was  erroneous.  (Gbo- 
YSB,  J.,  diBsenting.)    (Jd.) 


COMPLAINT. 

1.  A  complaint  in  the  first  OQont, 
alleged  tiiat  on,  &c.,  the  defendant, 
for  Yidue  received,  assigned  to  the 
plaintiff  a  certain  Judgment ;  that 
subsequently,  on,  &c.,  the  defend- 
ant discharged  said  Judgment  of 
record ;  that  some  of  the  defend- 
ants therein  were  owners  of  cer- 
tain personal  property,  which,  but 
for  such  discharge  would  have 
been  liable  to  execution  and  sale  ; 
that  such  defendants  are  now  in- 
solvent ;  and  that  the  plaintiff  was 
injured  by  such  discbarge.  The 
second  count  in  the  complaint  was 

*  an  ordinary  count  for  money  had 
and  received.  Heldy  on  demurrer, 
1.  That  if  the  pleader  was  right 
in  supposing  that  the  law  impued 
a  promise  by  the  defendant  not  to 
satisfy  the  judgment  after  it  was 
assigned  to  the  plaintiff,  he  was 
bound  to  allege  that  the  defendant 
undertook  and  promised  not  to 
satisfy  it,  in  order  to  make  it  a 
count  on  contract.  2.  That  for  the 
want  of  such  an  averment,  there 
was  a  misjoinder  of  causes  of 
action ;  the  one  being  for  a  tort, 
and  the  other  on  contract  {Booth 
agt.  Tha  Farmers  and  Meenanics* 
National  Bank  of  Bochester^  65 
Barb.,  457.) 

2.  The  first  count  in  a  complaint 
contained  a  cause  of  action  to  re- 
cover damages  for  IHud  and  deceit 
in  the  sale,  by  the  defendant,  to  W., 
M.  and  D.,  of  an  interest  which 
the  defendant  represented  that  he 
owned  in  a  lease  of  oil  lands.  It 
alleged  the  falsity  of  the  represen- 
tations ;  the  procurement  by  means 
of  them  of  the  price  agreed  to  be 
paid  for  the  interest ;  that  by 
reason  of  the  fraud,  the  plaintiff 
sustained  damages  ;  and  that,  by 
the  agreement,  the  defendant  was 
to  convey  the  interest  in  the  lease 
to  D.,  for  the  benefit  of  the  pur- 


chasers ;  and  that  the  conreyanoe 
was  made  accordingly.  It  was 
further  alleged  that  W .  and  IL  had 
assigned  to  the  plaintiff  all  their 
rights,  legal  and  equitable,  in  and 
to  the  money  paid  to  the  defendant 
for  the  interest  In  the  lease,  and  to 
all  claims  they,  and  each  of  them, 
had  against  the  defendant,  growing 
out  of  the  purchase  of  sudi  inter- 
est ;  and  that  D.  had  released  the 
defendant  from  all  claims  he  had 
against  the  defendant,  Rowing  out 
of  the  matters  aforesaid.  BM^  on 
demurrer,  1.  That  the  said  first 
count  contained  a  cause  of  action 
for  the  deceit ;  and  that  it  was 
assignable.  2.  That  inasmuch  as 
only  two  of  the  three  purchasers 
of  uie  interest  in  the  lease  aasiflped 
to  the  plaintiff,  and  as  the  purobLase 
was  by  the  three  jointly,  there  was 
a  defect  of  parties ;  but  the  same 
was  covered  bv  the  allegation  in 
the  complaint  that  D.  had  released 
the  defendant  from  liability  to  him. 
(Woodbury  agt.  Delom,  65  Barb., 
601.) 


8.  The  same  complaint  contained  a 
second  cause  of  action,  on  what 
was  called  an  implied  covenant, 
that  the  defendant  had  the  interest 
in  the  said  lease  that  he  pretended 
to  sell  to  W.,  M.  andD.  Eeld 
that  the  second  count  contained 
no  cause  of  action.    {Id.) 


4.  In  the  third  and  fourth  counts  it 
was  alleged  that  the  defendant  was 
indebted  to  the  plaintiff  for  money 
had  and  received  by  the  defendant 
of  W.  and  M.  **  on  &c^  as  above 
stated  ;  **  held  that  this  averment 
incorporated  the  alle^tions  of  the 
first  count  into  the  third  and  fourth 
counts,  and  rendered  the  latter, 
counts  for  money  had  and  received 
by  means  of  false  and  fraudulent 
representations;  and  that  as  th# 
liability  grew  out  of  the  same 
transaction,  as  was  alleged,  with 
that  contained  in  the  first  count, 
they  were  properly  united^  and 
contained  causes  oi  action.    (Id.) 
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CONSIDSRA.TIOK. 

SeeTmx. 

MulMn  agt  Bates^  ante,  405. 


CONTRACT. 

1.  Where  a  written  contract  is  en- 
tered into  by  tlie  contractor  with 
the  mayor,  &c.,  for  reflating  and 
grading  a  s^et,  which  contains 
the  specification  of  the  work  to  be 
done  and  the  price  to  be  paid,  not 
including:  ^opes  in  excavation  of 
roek  oatside  of  the  perpendicular 
line  of  the  street,  but  provides 
"that  in  case  any  other  work  is 
required  to  be  done  in  order  to 
carry  out  the  provisions  of  this 
agreement,  which  is  not  called  for 
in  the  specification,  that  he  will 
go  on  and  do  the  same  without 
any  claim  for  extra  compensation 
therefor,"  the  contractor  cannot 
recover  extra  compensation  for 
such  slopes  in  excavation  of  rock: 
(Voarhis  agt  Mayor,  <fcc.,  N.  F., 
ante,  116.) 

2.  1st  Because  the  contract  does  not 
call  for  this  work ;  and  M.  If  the 
contractor  finds  it  easier  or  neces- 
sary to  do  it,  in  fulflUin^  what  the 
contract  does  call  for,  then  it  falls 
within  the  above  provision  for 
other  work  to  be  done  without 
extra  compensation.    (Id,) 

8.  It  is  competent  for  the  parties  to 
such  a  contract  to  make  it  an  ex- 
ception to  the  usual  contracts  of 
this  kind;  and  whenever  this  is 
done,  the  terms  of  the  contract 
must  prevail.  Custom  or  usage 
cannot  be  set  up  against  it,  there 
being  nothing  amblgnous  in  it,  nor 
any  mtention  respecting  it  which 
custom  or  usage  should  supply. 

4  In  an  action  for  alleged  breach  of 
contract  in  defendants  refusing  to 
receive  and  pay  for  certain  goods 
which  the  plaintiffs  contract  to 
sell  to  them,  subsequently  to  arrive 


in  A  designated  voaoel,  in  order  to 
recover  it  is  necessary  for  the 
plaintiffs  to  show  the  delivery  or  a 
readiness  and  offer  to  deliver  the 
whole  quantity  of  goods.  (Nev^ 
hery  agt.  Fwrnvxd,  ante,  ld9.) 

5.  Where  a  pairi  of  the  goods  arrive, 
if  the  defendants,  Jraowing  this 
&ct,  accept  it,  this  probably  will 
be  a  waiver,  or  if  they  make  no 
objections  to  a  delivery  of  the 
whole  at  that  time,  but  affirma- 
tively refiise  to  receive  them  on 
some  other  ground,  this  probably 
would  consutute  a  waiver  of  de- 
livery of  the  whole.    {Id,) 

See  y BNDOB  Ain>  Pubchaseb. 

Page  agt  McDonneU,  ante,  G2, 299. 

See  Promibsort  Note. 

KeUy  agt  Ferguion,  ante,  411. 

6.  Where  the  agreement  for  the  com- 
promise or  composition  of  the 
joint  liability  of  the  defendants  in 
an  action,  pending  in  this  state,  is 
made  in  Ohio,  the  agreement  is  to 
be  construed  by  the  laws  of  New 
York  and  not  by  the  laws  of  Ohio. 
(Saxton  agt.  Dodge,  ante,  467.) 


COSTS. 

1.  In  an  action  in  eguity  for  an 
accounting  between  cotenants, 
where  the  complaint  asks  for 
relief,  and  the  referee  on  the  trial 
finds  and  orders  judja^ent  for  the 
plaintifib  aud  certam  of  the  de- 
fendants for  the  respective  sums 
due  each,  but  without  deciding 
anything  respecting  the  coete  of  the 
action,  the  plaintlfls  on  entering 
judgment  are  not  entitled  to  enter 
it  with  oosti,  (Phelpe  agt  Wood, 
ante,  1.) 

2.  Costs  in  such  actions  are  in  Uie 
discretion  of  the  referee,  and 
where  he  has  not  awarded  costs 
the  plaintiff^  are  not  authorized  to 
tax  and  enter  them  in  the  Judg- 
ment.   (Id,) 
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8.  AHhoiighaeolioA416oftheOode 
reqiiires  partiet  to  fi^  pisadinffs 
wUhout  noHee^  yet  where  notice 
has  been  given  as  an  act  of  coar- 

.  tesy,  and  die  pleadinn  hare  not 
be^  filed,  and  an  amdayit  it  ne- 
cessary in  proof  of  the  omission 
and  to  obtiun  an  order  to  compel 
the  filing,  ten  dollars  costs  will  be 
allowed  the  moving  party  for  his 
trouble.  (Lanf/bem  agt.  doM,  anUy 
60.) 

4.  In  aa  action  at  law^  where  an 
^qwOable  M^enm  is  interposed,  and 
ludnnent  is  ordered  for  the  de- 
lenaant  on  sack  defease,  wAA^t^ 
coiU  to  either  party,  upon  which 
order  the  defendant  enters  Judg- 
ment with  taxed  costs,  a  motion 
by  the  plaintiffs  to  strike  out  such 

'  costs  will  be  doiied.  (Xons  agt 
TrofO,  ant$t  94) 

5.  It  being  an  action  at  law,  the 
court  or  referee  has  no  discretion 
as  to  which  party  shall  have  costs; 
th<^  Code  governs  the  costs  and  the 
right  to  costs.    (Id,) 

6.  The  volurUary  appearance^  by  at- 
torney, of  several  defendants  in 
the  action  entitles  the  plaintiff  to 
the  same  carts  against  them  under 
section  807  of  the  Code,  as  if  such 
defendants  had  been  personaUy 
served  with  process.  The  volun- 
tary appearance  is  equivalent  to 
personal  service  of  process,  Oode. 
1 187.  (Ths  decieum  in  theeaeecf 
Mdcomber  agt  Maycr^  <£«.,  cf  N,  i., 
17  Abb.y  85^  dieapprcved,)  (Schwin- 
ger  agt.  Btdook,  ante^  114.) 

• 

7.  Where  the  plaintiff  in  an  action 
of  trover  before  the  justice  re- 
covered against  the  defendant  the 
sum  of  $100,  and  on  the  defend- 
ant's appeal  for  and  a  new  trial 
had  in  the  county  court  the  plain- 
tiff recovered  $^.88,  hM,  that  the 
defendant  was  entitled  to  the  costs 
of  appeal  to  the  county  court  and 
the  costs  of  appeal  to  this  court. 
{Bistbif  agt  Warden,  ante,  289.) 

8.  Under  the  provisions  of  section 
885  of  the  Code  where  a  verdict 


obtained  is  not  moi^  finrorable 
than  an  offer  previously  made  by 
defendant,  the  costs  accruing  after 
the  offer  are  to  be  taxed  in  favor 
of  the  defendant,  the  plaintiff's 
costs  being  confined  to  the  time 
prior  to  the  offer.  (Moffmn  agt 
JHnmwre,  ante,  297.) 

9.  The  snccessftd  party  Is  not  enti- 
tled to  a  double  o&l  ifooeti  on  two 
appeals  to  the  general  term  in  the 
same  case.  (BuUard  agt  PdomU, 
ante,  888.) 

See  Sheriff. 

Orofut  agt.  Brandt,  ante,  481. 

10.  On  an  appeal  by  the  p&intiff 
firom  a  judgment  of  a  jusdce's 
court,  rendered  for  defendant  for 
fifty  dollars,  upon  a  counter-claim, 
to  the  county  court,  where  a  new 
trial  was  had  before  a  jury,  who 
found  a  verdict  of  no  cause  of  ac- 
tion a^inst  the  plaintiff.  {Churdi 
agt  MiUer,  ante,  525.) 

11.  EM,  that  the  defendant's  ri^ts 
not  being  affected  by  the  question 
of  offer  Tas  none  was  neceasaiyl 
he  did  not  cease  to  be  the  prevsul- 
ing  party.  He  did  not,  it  is  true, 
establish  his  own  claim,  but  he 
prevailed  to  destroy  that  of  the 
plaintiff,  and,  therefore,  his  judg- 
ment 'before  the  justice  was  not 
reversed,  and  he  was  entitled  to 
the  coitB  of  the  action.    (Id) 

12.  In  a  difficult  and  extraordinaiT 
case,  after  issue  and  before  trial, 
it  having  been  twice  on  the  calen- 
dar and  prepared  by  defendant  for 
trial,  and  order  was  entered,  on 
motion  of  plamtiff,  discontinuing, 
'*  on  payment  of  defendant's  costs 
to  be  taxed,  and  of  an  extra  allow- 
ance herein  which  may  hereafter 
be  made  or  gianted  to  defendant" 
{Fbleom  agt  Fan  Wagnsr,  7  Lant,, 
809.) 

18.  i9(^,  that  defendant  was  entitled 
to  judgment  and  an  extra  allow- 
ance, in  addition  to  taxable  costs. 
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under  sectioii  800  of  the  06de. 

14  HbUL,  also,  that  there  was  a  *'  re- 
covery of  Juigment"  by  defend- 
ant, within  the  meaning  of  section 
808  of  tfie  Code.    (Id.) 

15.  It  seems  a  recovery  of  judgment 
is  not  necessarily  a  condition  pre- 
cedent   to  allowance    of    costs. 

(Id:) 

16.  No  jnd^ent  can  be  entered  upon 
a  remittitur  of  an  order  of  this 
court  reversing  an  interlocutory 

•  Older  of  the  supreme  court,  nor 
can  the  costs  of  the  appeal  be  ad- 
justed by  the  cleric  The  proceed- 
mgs  are  interlocutory,  and  costs 
are  to  be  adjusted  and  collected 
as  other  interlocutory  costs  are 
collected.  (Brown  agt  Leigh^  50 
N,  7.  R,  437.) 

17.  Upon  motion  to  set  aside  a  judg- 
ment for  costs  entered  upon  such 
a  remittitur,  the  court  may  make 
a  proper  order  for  the  recovery  of 
the  costs;  but  its  refusal  so  to  do 
does  not  affect  a  substantial  right, 
and  is  not  appealable.    (Id,) 

18.  Appeals  to  this  court  from  orders 
are  not  within  the  exceptions  of 
subdivision  6  of  section  807  of  the 
Code.  But  where  costs  are  given 
the  successful  party,  is  entitted  to 
full  costs.    (Ck>de,  §  807,  sub.  6.) 

(ia.) 

19.  Where,  upon  appeal  to  this  court 
from  an  oroer  granting  a  new  trial 
in  an  equity  case,  me  order  is 
affirmed  and  judgment  absolute 
ordered  against  appellant  ""^th- 
out  costs  to  either  party,"  this  dis- 
poses of  all  the  costs  in  the  action, 
and  an  insertion  by  re^nrndent  of 
costs  in  the  judgment  entered 
upon  the  remittitur  is  irregular. 
(PaiUn  agt  JBdU,  50  if.  T.  R,  591.) 

20.  Amotion  to  correct  the  judgment 
is  the  proper  remedy.  Whether 
an  appeal  from  the  judgment  is 
proper  in  such  case,  ^u^tf.    (Id.) 

Vol.  XLVL 


31.  A  judgment  should  not  be  set 
aside  on  account  of  an  improper 
taxation  of  costs,  or  a  taxation 
without  notice.  A  readjustment 
should  be  ordered,  and  the  amount 
of  reduction,  if  Buy,  be  deducted 
from  the  judgment  ( Wattan  agt 
Gardinar  [lifem.],  50  N.  T,  Js., 
671.) 

32.  Where  two  caoses  of  action  are 
set  forth  In  the  complaint,  and  the 
def endimt  succeeds  in  his  defense 
to  one  of  them,  but  a  judgment  Is 
obtained  against  him  upon  the 
otiier,  he  is  not  entiUed  to  costs 
for  the  sttcoessftil  defense.    (BL) 

38.  Where,  in  a  case  tried  by  a 
referee,  there  is  no  stipulation  as 
to  referee  fees,  it  is  incumb^t 
upon  the  party  succeeding  to  show, 
affirmatively,  that  the  referee  was 
personally  present,  engaged  in  the 
reference,  for  days  enough  to 
make,  at  the  rate  of  three  dollars 
per  day,  the  sum  charged  in  the 
bill  of  costs.    (Id.) 

34  An  allowance  of  ten  dollars  mo- 
tion costs,  to  abide  the  event  in  an 
order  granting  a  reference,  is  pro- 
per.   {Id.) 

35.  Plaintiff  claimed  as  a  copartner 
and  recovered  a  one-fourth  inte- 
rest in  a  lease  taken  by  defendants 
in  their  own  name.  An  extra 
allowance  was  granted  him  under 
the  second  clause  of  section  809 
of  the  Code,  based  upon  the  value 
of  the  lease.  Eeld^  error;  that  the 
subject  of  litigation  was  simply 
the  one-fourth  the  value  of  the 
lease,  and,  adopting  either  of  the 
three  classes  specified  in  said 
clause,  the  recovery,  the  claim  or 
the  subject-matter  involved,  it 
would  embrace  not  the  whole 
value  of  the  lease,  but  only  Uie 
one-fourth  thereof .  (8truthar$agt, 
P^arce,  51 2f.  T.  R,  865.) 

26.  On  appeal  from  a  judgment  of  a 
iustice*8  court  a  new  trial  was  had 
in  the  county  court,  and  a  verdict 
found  for  the  plaintiffs  for  (85. 
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The  defendant  on  a  caee  and 
exceptiona,  moTed  for  a  new  trial, 
whicn  was  denied  with  $10  costs 
to  the  plaintiffs.  Tlie  defendants 
appealed  to  the  supreme  court 
from  the  judgment,  and  from  the 
order  denying  a  new  trial  The 
supreme  court,  at  general  term, 
decided  to  affirm  in  part,  and  re- 
verse in  part,  and  made  an  order 
in  these  words:  **  Judgment  re- 
versed as  to  the  first  cause  of  action, 
and  affirmed  for  the  debt  of  the 
defendant  T.  E.,  for  $22.98,  with 
interest  *  *  iiUhcotti  of  appeals 
totheappeUants.'*  The  cleric  taxed 
for  the  defendants,  costs  of  the 
county  court,  and  $10  oosts  of 
motion  for  new,  trial,  in  that  court, 
and  $00  on  appeal  from  the  order, 
and  $00  on  appeal  from  the  Judg- 
ment, and  disbursements  in  the  Jus- 
tice's court,  and  in  the  supreme 
court  On  appeal  from  the  taxa- 
U<mheld,l.  That  under  section  dOO 
of  the  Code,  the  general  term 
had  the  right,  as  weU  as  power,  to 
exercise  its  discretion  in  respect 
to  the  costs  of  the  appeals  in  this 
court  2.  That  the  order  of  the 
general  term  having  deckired  the 
affirmance  and  revenal  to  be  **  with 
oosts  of  appeals  to  the  appelants," 
such  order  was  binding,  and  con- 
trolled, until  modifiea  ;  notwith- 
standing an  expression  in  the  ophi- 
ion  of  the  court  to  the  contrary. 
8.  That  the  '*  appeals  '*  referred  to, 
in  the  order,  were  the  appeals  to 
the  supreme  court  4.  That  in 
virtue  of  the  order  made  by  the 
general  term,  the  appellants  were 
entitled  to  tax  the  costs  of  appeals 
to  the  general  term,  with  the  dis- 
bursements made  upon  such  ap- 
peals. 5.  That  the  appellants 
were  entitled  to  the  costs  and  dis- 
bursements of  the  appeal  from  the 
order,  as  well  as  to  the  costs  and 
disbursements  of  the  appeal  from 
the  Judgment ;  i,  e,.  $60  on  appeal 
from  the  order,  and  $60  on  appeal 
from  the  Judgment  and  disburse- 
ments in  the  supreme  court.  6. 
That  the  defendants  improperly 
included  in  the  taxation  the  item 
of  $10  "costs,  motion  for  new 


trial  *"  7.  Tkat  the  costs  of  the 
Justice's  court,  and  the  oosts  of  the 
county  court,  were  improperly 
allowed  to  the  defendant^  by  the 
derk.  {LewMX  agt  JSldrwd,  66 
Barb.,  626.)      • 

27.  A  party's  right  to  costs  of  a  motion 
rests  upon  the  order,  not  upon  any 
statute  ;  as  oosts  of  modona  are  in 
the  discretion  of  theoooH.    (Id.) 


COUNTER-CLAIM. 

1.  In  an  acticm  upon  a  contract,  a 
balance  due  d^endant  upon  an 
unsettled  partnership  account  be- 
tween the  parties,  which  partner- 
ship was  dissolved  prior  to  the 
commencement  of  the  action,  is  a 
proper  counter-claim;  and  defend- 
ant can  ask  for  an  accounting, 
and  the  application  of  the  balance 
found  due  him  in  extinguishment 
of  plaintilTs  demand.  (WadcM 
agt  Darling,  61  N.  F.  R,  327.) 

2.  The  board  of  trustees  of  Oakland, 
California,  granted  to  the  plain tifb 
the  exclusive  privilege  of  nmning 
a  ferry  between  that  place  and  San 
Francisco.  The  plaintiffs,  in  con- 
sideration of  a  certain  per  centage 
of  the  receipts  from  the  ferry,  as- 
signed andi  transferred  to  the 
dSendants  such  rights  as  they  had 
under  the  ordinance  and  grant  of 
the  trustees  of  Oakland ;  net  oove- 
nanting  that  4he  privileges  and 
rights  of  ferriage  so  assi^ed  were 
**  exclusive."  In  an  action  for  an 
accounting  bv  the  defendants  as  to 
the  receipts  from  the  ferry,  and  for 

r]rment  of  the  plaintiffs'  share  ; 
was  ?iM  that  m  the  absence  of 
any  covenant  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintifl^  that  the  ferry  privil^e 
was  exclusive,  it  was  not  compe- 
tent for  the  defendants  to  allege,  as 
a  counter-claim  or  defense,  that  the 
town  of  Oakland  had  not  the 
power  to  confer  the  exclusive  right 
of  ferriage,  and  that  thereby  uxe 
defendants  had  sustained  damages. 
(Garpeniier  agt  Minium,  66  Barb., 
29&) 
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COURT  OP  APPEALS. 

1.  This  oomt  is  bound  by  the  deci- 
•ions  of  the  coart  of  appeals,  and 
must  enforce  Aie  law  as  that  court 
declares  it ;  unless  tlie  supreme 
court  of  the  United  States,  on  ap- 
peal from  the  Judspnent  of  the 
court  of  appeals,  snould  reverse 
it ;  in  which  cuse,  this  court  will 
glTe  effect  to  that  decision,  in  the 
case,  in  which  it  is  made.  (The 
Toumof  Venice agt  Breed, 96 Ba/rb.y 
597.) 

3.  But  whether  the  le^  principles 
enundiftted  by  the  federal  court 
shall  be  applied  in  other  cases, 
must  be  asserted  by  the  court  of 
appeals  ;  especially  when  the 
▼lews  of  the  two  courts  differ,  as 
to  the  htw.    (Id.) 


CRIMINAL  LAW . 

1.  Where  on  a  tprii  of  error  the  pris- 
oiier  claims  that  ms  trial,  convic- 
tion and  sentence  for  a  felony 
should  be  reversed  on  the  ground 
that  it  does  not  appear  that  the 
prisoner  was  present  on  the  trial, 
and  because  it  does  not  appear 
that  the  prisoner  before  sentence 
was  asked  what  he  had  to  say  why 
Judgment  shyuld  not  be  pro- 
nounced against  him,  must  cause 
to  be  made  up  and  returned  to  this 
court  fi  Judgment  record,  {Dent&gt, 
People,  ante,  264.) 

2.  The  return  to  the  writ  of  error, 
which  contains  merely  the  indict- 
ment, the  testimony,  the  charge 
of  the  court,  the  verdict  and  sen- 
tence, which  is  the  ordinary  return 
on  a  bill  of  exceptions,  is  insuf- 
ffcient  to  present  the  grounds  urged 
for  a  reversal  by  the  prisoner. 
(Id,) 

8.  AUhou^  many  of  the  tedmicali- 
ties  of  former  times  are  still  per- 
mitted to  shield  offenders  from  the 
punishment  due  to  their  crimes, 


notwithstanding  the  reasons  which 
justified  their  Moption  have  long 
since  passed  away,  yet  the  courts 
are  gradually  applying  the  more 
wise  and  safe  rule  that  no  error 
shall  avail  a  prisoner,  unless  it 
manifestly  ai^ears  that  it  may 
have  done  him  some  material  in- 
jury. (Per  MuLLiN ,  P.  J.)  (Fra- 
Itch  agt  The  People,  66  Bivrb.,  48.) 

4.  Whether  the  court  below  was 
right  or  wrong  in  allowing  ques- 
tions to  be  put  to  the  prisoner,  and 
others,  on  the  trial,  with  the  view 
of  impeaching  his  testimony,  what 
the  prisoner  said,  at  any  time  after 
the  commission  of  the  offense  is 
competent  against  him  as  admis- 
sions ;  and  these  admiisions  can  be 
proved  bv  himself,  or  tfny  other 
person  who  knew  of  them.    (IdJ) 

5.  When  a  prisoner  on  trial,  takes  the 
stand  as  a  witness  in  his  own  behaJf , 
he  is  subject  to  the  same  rules  of 
examination,  and  to  be  contra- 
dicted as  any  other  witness.    (Id,) 

6.  The  counsel  of  a  prisoner  cannot 
be  heard  to  assail  the  charge  of  the 
court,  upon  the  trial,  when  he  has 
not  excepted  to  it,  or  the  exception 
is  too  general  to  be  available.    (Id,) 

7.  Upon  a  writ  of  error  the  court  has 
no  power  to  hear  a  motion  for  a 
new  trial  upon  the  CTound  that, 
since  the  trial,  material  evidence, 
favorable  to  the  prisoner,  has  b^n 
discovered.    (Id.)  . 

8.  If  such  a  motion  can  be  made  in 
any  court,  it  must  be  made  in  the 
oyer  and  terminer.  It  cannot  be 
made,  in  the  first  instance,  at  the 
general  term.    (Id.) 

9.  An  indictment,  in  addition  to  the 
charge  of  grand  larceny  for  which 
the  prisoner  was  tried,  contained  an 
averment  that  the  prisoner  had 
be^  tried  and  convicted,  previous- 
ly, of  grand  larceny,  and  sentenced 
to  the  Staters  prison,  from  which 
he  had  been  duly  discharged  and 
remitted  of  such  judgment.  It  was 
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objected  that  there  was  no  pfwjf 
that  the  prisoner  was  duly  dis- 
charged and  remitted  of  such  sen- 
tence. The  record  showed  a  con- 
viction on  the  6th  of  February,  1871, 
and  a  sentence  to  imprisonment  for 
one  year.  The  present  indictment 
was  found  hi  June  1872.  Held^thaX 
the  fact  that  the  term  for  which  the 
prisoner  was  convicted  had  expired 
was  sufScient  evidence,  to  go  to  the 
jury,  as  to  his  being  discharged  of 
that  conviction.  {Johmona^  The 
PwpU,  65  Barb,y  843.) 

10.  It  was  also  oWected  that,  admit- 
ting the  record  in  evidence,  before 
the  prisoner  was  convicted  of  the 
second  offense,  was  proving  his  bad 
character,  before  he  had  put  his 
character  in  issue.  HM^  that  this, 
undoubtedly,  would  be  the  rule,  if 
the  object  was  merely  to  prove  bad 
character ;  but  that  the  record  was 
not  offered  for  that  purpose,  but  to 
prove  a  fact  which  the  legislature 
had  made  proper  to  be  proven,  viz., 
a  previous  conviction,    (/d) 

11 .  That  there  is  nothing  in  the  statute, 
which  requires  the  prior  conviction 
to  be  averred  in  Uie  indictment 
But  if  the  matter  is  properly  inser- 
ted therein,  it  may  with  propriety 
be  proved,  on  the  trial,  and  the 
veroict  of  the  Jury  taken  thereon. 

12.  That  the  inquiry  is  sanctioned 
by  law.  and  so  far  it  must  be  con- 
sidered as  altering  the  rule  as  to 
character,  whidi  would  otherwise 
exclude  such  evidence.    (i9.) 


D. 

DAMAGES. 

1.  In  an  action  to  recover  dama^ 
for  the  breach  of  a  contract  t6  sup- 
port the  plaintiff  during  her  life, 
prospective  damages  may  be  allowed, 
and  the  introduction  as  evidence 
of   the  Northampton  tables,  to 


show  the  ^babUities  <d  the  plain 
tiff's  life,  is  proper  on  that  point 
{8ehea  agt  Piumb,  ante,  11.) 

2.  In  an  action  to  recover  damages 
by  reason  of  defendant  wfvngfuUif 
and   wUffullff  taking   and   unng 

Elaintiff*s  horse  for  several  days,  n 
I  competent  for  tbe  plaintiff  on 
the  trial  to  prove  a$  damoffee^  that 
he  was  compeDed  to  hire  an- 
other horse  and  pay  a  certain 
amount  therefor,  duriiu^  tke  ab- 
sence of  defendant  with  his  horse; 
and  also  to  prove  as  damsges  inju- 
ries to  the  horse  by  the  defendant 
during;  the  same  time.  (CUfUM 
agt  Toumeendf  ante^  42.) 

8.  In  estimating  damages  resulting 
from  repudiation  of  contract,  a 
referee  must 'base  the  same  upon 
proof  of  performance,  on  the  part 
^of  the  plamtiff,  of  the  several  con- 
ditions of  his  contract,  and  not 
upon  mere  speculation  and  con- 
jecture. (Hauoway  agt.  Stephens, 
afi(0,868.) 

See 'KvmEsacm. 

StapeJihoTst  agt  Am,  Manvfaettyt- 
ifig  Oo,,  ante,  510. 


DEBTOR  AND   CKEDITO& 

1.  Under  particular  circumstances,  a 
creditor  of  the,  estate  of  a  deceased 
person  may  maintain  an  action  to 
collect  his  debt  from  a  debtor  to 
the  estate,  (i^ta^agt  .fifiAML66 
Ba/rh,,  74.) 


DEFAULT  AND  INQUEST. 

1.  A  judge  at  a  special  term  has  no 
power  to  make  a  waiver  of  a  ma- 
terial issue  in  the  pleadings  a  ctm^ 
dUion  at  opening  a  default  and 
inquest  taken  at  the  trial  term. 
Such  an  order  is  appealable  as  in- 
volving a  substandal  right  {Eom 
agt  Jmnnon^  ante,  479.) 
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DEMURRER. 

1.  A  demurrer  cannot  be  stricken 
oat  as  sham.  (Kam  agt  Diekelf 
ante,  208.) 

See  Balk. 

Dueenbury  agt  DueenJbury,  ante, 
417. 


DEPARTMENT  OF  DOCKS. 

1.  The  Oommisnonere  of  the  Depart- 
ment cf  Docks  of  the  city  of  New 
York  have  authority  by  statute  to 
give  a  written  permit  to  a  person 
to  use  the  side  of  a  pier  in  me  city 
and  the  water  adjacent  thereto, 
for  9^  floating  bath,  to  carry  on  the 
business  of  a  bathing  establish- 
ment, during  the  pleasure  of  the 
board,  with  the  consent  of  the 
lessee  of  the  pier.  (Ho^  agt  Bea- 
mah,  ante,  84.) 

2.  The  act  of  1871  provides  that  the 
powers  and  duties  therein  confer- 
red upon  the  dock  commissioners 
shall  not  affect  the  powers  of  the 
harbor-maeteri  as  now  defined  by 
law.  But  the  powers  and  duties 
of  these  several  officials,  as  defined 
by  statute,  are  wholly  distinct  and 
sqMurate.    (M,) 

IL  The  harbor-masters  have  no  power 
to  remove  such  floating  bath  with- 
out its  being  established  either  that 
it  is  an  essential  interference  with 
uamcaMon,  or  that  a  necessitv  exists 
for  its  wanediate  usefortne  pur- 
poses of  commerca  Until  one  or 
both  of  these  questions  of  fact  are 
determined,  the  owner  of  the  bath 
will  be  protected  in  his  lawftd  pos* 
senicm  by  if^neOon.    (JdL) 

4.  The  Deparlmeni  of  Doeke  in  the 
city  of  New  York  have  no  au- 
thority to  allow  persons  to  build 
sheds  or  other  buildmgs  for  the 
protection  of  freight  or  for  any 
oUier  purpose,  on  the  piers  or 
wharves  of  the  city.  {JPiofle  agt. 
MaOortf,  ante,  281.) 


5.  The  only  power  conferred  upon 
the  DepMtment  of  Docks  in  refe- 
rence to  wharves,  piers  and  slips 
being  that  which  had  been  con- 
ferred by  acts  of  the  legislature  or 
by  charter  upon  the  corporation  oif 
the  city  of  New  Yoik,  and  its 
officers  connected  therewith,  and 
others  in  relation  thereto,  and  none 
of  them  contained  the  general 
power  to  erect  or  permit  the  erec- 
tion of  any  such  incumbrances. 
(Id,) 


DISCOVERY   OF  BOOKS  AND 
PAPERS. 

1.  In  obtaining  an  order  for  the  dtf- 
co9ery  of  books  and  papers,  it  is 
improper  to  insert  in  it  the  conse- 

auences  of  not  obeying  it,  such  as 
lat  the  defendants  be  precluded 
from  making  any  defense,  and 
their  answer  be  stricken  out,  &c 
(Rice  agt  EMe,  ante,  158.) 

2.  Such  an  order  can  only  be  made 
after  the  party  is  proveid  to  be  in 
default,  and  no  benefit  can  result 
firc«n  inserting  in  it  which  of  the 
several  penalties  will  be  inflicted 
if  the  discovery  be  not  made.   (Li.) 

8.  But  the  insertion  of  such  a  pro- 
vi^on,  which  seems  lo  be  sanc- 
tioned by  Rule  16,  cannot  render 
the  order  for  discovery  irr^;ular 
or  invalid.  It  is  simply  an  unne- 
cessary provision  and  harmless. 
The  provisions  of  the^Code  relating 
to  d&covery  furnish  no  authority 
for  inserting  such  a  provision  in 
the  rule.    (Id) 


DIVORCE. 

1.  Where  there  is  no  sufficient  evi* 
dence  that  the  husband  had  the 
venereal  disease,  or  that  he  com- 
municated it  to  his  wife,  she  cannot 
obtain  a  divorce  from  him  for 
adultery  without  fhrther  testi- 
mony. (Bbmburger  agt*  Hombur' 
ger,  ante,  846.) 
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E. 
EQUITY. 

1.  Equitable  relief,  in  cases  of  pen- 
alties and  forfeitures,  is  limited  to 
such  cases  as  admit  of  compensar 
tion,  according  to  the  original 
intent  of  the  parties.  (Oiles  agt 
Auitin,  ante,  269,) 

2.  In  cases  where  the  penalty  or  for- 
feiture is  designed  to  secure  the 
payment  of  a  certain  sum  of  money, 
a  court  of  equity  will  afford  relief 
on  payment  of  the  money  secured, 
with  mterest    {Id,) 

8.  As  to  the  covenants  in  question 
contained  in  the  lease,  the  princi- 
pal end  to  be  attained  was  the  pay- 
ment to  the  landlord  of  the  rent 
reserved,  and  the  discharge  of  the 
estate  from  the  taxes  and  assess- 
ments which  might  be  imposed 
during  the  term.  The  right  of 
re-entry  reserved  to  the  landlord 
Is  the  ultimate'  sanction  operating 
to  secure  the  performance  of  the 
tenant's  obligations  under  the 
lease.    (Id.) 

SeeBjkifK  Check. 

Jfdi,  Bk.  Oommerw,  sg/L  Nat 
MbcH,  Banking  AjuoeUskon,  ante, 
874. 

4.  Where  there  is  no  comj^ete  reme- 
dy at  law,  an  action  in  equity  is 
the  proper  remedy  to  recover 
possession  of  a  deedr—9k  paper  title 
of  certain  property  in  Ireland. 
(Browne  agt  Cochran,  ante,  427.) 

See  Spbcifio  Pebforhancb. 

BurUng  agt.  King,  ante^  452. 


EQUITABLE  RELIEF. 

1.  A  right  to  use  the  waters  of  a 
well,  as  owner  of  land  on  which 
it  stands,  must  be  asserted  at  law; 
but  where  it  is  sought  to  restrain 
interference  with  the  enjoyment  of 


an  easement  to  use  a  wdl  on 
anothei^s  land,  the  action  is  equi- 
table. (Applegaie  agt  JK^rw,  7 
Lane,,  59.) 


ESTOPPEL. 

8ee  Cladc  ahd  Deuveby. 

Ibleott  agt  Belding,  ante,  419. 


EVIDENCE. 

1.  It  is  proper  to  show  that  a  witness 
has  made  a  statement  inconsistent 
and  irreconcilable  with  the  fads  to 
which  he  has  iett^fied.  And  if  be 
denies  that  he  has  made  any  such 
statement,  then  to  show  that  he 
has.  And  it  is  immaterial  whether 
it  be  a  statement  of  fiu^t  or  the 
expression  of  an  opinion,  if  it  be 
adverse  to  his  testimony.  (SekeU 
agt  Phitnb,  ante,  11.) 

2.  Where  the  rejection  of  tlbe  testi- 
mony of  a  witness  ofl^ed  in  evi- 
dence on  the  trial  is  relevant,  and 
therefore  the  rejection  is  error, 
yet  the  Judgment  will  not  for  that 
reason  be  reversed,  where  it  can  be 
seen  that  the  offered  testimony  is 
not  of  sufficient  imp<Htance,  when 
compared  with  the  merits  of  the 
case,  to  have  changed  the  verdict 
of  the  Jury  or  affected  the  judg- 
ment in  the  case.  {Jbwneena  a^ 
Ifarraganeett  Ine,  Oo,,  ante,  4Q.) 

8.  Where  the  daie  of  a  trip  by  wit- 
ness to  a  certain  place  is  material, 
on  the  trial  of  a  civil  action,  it  is 
not  material  whether  the  witness 
swearing  on  that  subject  knew 
that  the  notel  where  he  staid  kept 
a  register.  Therefore,  ahhou^ 
he  swore  intentionally  false  on  the 
trial  that  he  did  not  know  sudi 
hotel  kept  a  register,  yet  he  was 
not  guOty  of  perj^iry  {(tee  8  Pafker, 
510).  iPeofle  agt  Beairmat,  ante, 
121.) 

4  Where  a  witness  states  a  trans- 
action occurred  on  a  given  daie, 
he  has  no  right  to  ccmmm  or  cor- 
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roborate  his  evidence  by  showing 
a  paper  made  and  signed  by  him 
at  that  date:    (Id.) 

5.  In  this  case  it  was  hetd^  that  a  wit- 
ness called  for  the  defense  on  cross- 
examination  could  not  be  asked 
whether  he  had  not  made  a  state- 
ment oat  of  court  faiconsistent 
with  what  he  had  now  sworn  to 
in  court  (see  50  Neto  Torkf  892 ;  dUo 
8eh6a2Lg^.IHumb,arUeyp,li),    (Id.) 

6.  It  is  undoubtedly  the  rule  that 
when  a  witness  on  erois-^aoamina- 
turn  testifies  to  a  eoUateral  matter^ 
the  party  making  the  cross-exami- 
nation is  not  allowed  to  contradict 
that  testimony,  because  a  contrary 
rule  would  1^  to  the  trial  of 
numerous  collateral  issues.  (New- 
h&rry  agt.  Furnwal,  ante,  189.) 

7.  But  this  rule  never  applies  to 
testimony  whidi  is  not  collateral 
and  which  is  material  to  the  issue. 
When  a  party  on  cross-examina- 
tion brings  out  evidence  material 
to  the  issue,  he  is  not  necessarily 
bound  by  it,  but  may  contradict  it 
by  other  testimony.    (Id.) 

8.  Where  plainti£&*  witness  was  al- 
lowed to  testify  against  defendant's 
objection  and  exception,  that  from 
the  first  of  Januanr  to  the  first  of 
June  of  the  preceding  year,  plain- 
tifb  had  about  200  customers,  from 
which  they  realized  a  profit  of  not 
less  than  $1,000  per  month,  and 
which  subsequently  were  all  lost. 
(Stapenhorsi  agt  Am.  Man.  Co., 
ante,  510.) 

9.  J302(2,  that  the  reception  of  this 
evidence  was  erroneous  for  several 

.  reasons.  Ist  The  complaint  did 
not  allege  the  names  of  said  cus- 
tomers. 2d.  It  did  not  even 
contain  an  averment  of  loss  of 
customers  as  an  item  of  speeiai 
dofTui^tf  in  general  terms.  8d.  The 
e^dence  already  given,  showed 
affirmatively  that  no  damage  had 
occurred  prior  to  1869,  and  conse- 
quently the  testhnony  related  to  a 


period  too  remote  in  any  aqpect 
of  the  case.    (Id,) 

SeeNuw  Tbial. 

Games  agt  PUttt,  fwie,  520. 

10.  Letters;  written  bv  a  person  who 
is  not  a  party  to  the  suit,  are  not 
admissible  in  evidence ;  being 
nothing  but  the  mere  declarations 
of  the  writer,  not  even  sworn  to. 
Their  contents  should  be  proved 
by  the  writer  as  a  witness,  if  he  has 
Imowledge  of  their  contents.  (EH- 
dreth  agt  Shepard,  65  Barb.,  265.) 

11.  Such  letters  cannot  be  read  for  the 
purpose  of  impeaching  the  writer, 
by  a  party  who  has  previously 
examined  him  as  a  witness.    (la.) 

12.  Great  latitude  should  be  allowed 
on  cross-examination.  It  is  the 
test  of  truth,  and  unless  the  matters 
proposed  to  be  proved  are  clearly 
incompetent,  the  evidence  should 
be  received.    (Id.) 

18.  Declarations  of  a  former  holder 
of  a  note  are  not  competent  evi- 
dence against  any  person  deriving 
title  from  him.  (Otbcrn  agt  BcS- 
bins,  7  Lans.,  44) 

14.  It  is  competent  in  equity  to  prove 
by  parol  that  a  deeo,  amolute  on 
its  face,  was  intended  as  a  secu- 
rity for  a  loan,  and  without  regard 
to  the  question  whether  it  was 
given  through  fraud  or  mistake. 
(Brawn  agt  VUfford,  7  Lans.,  46.) 

15.  If  the  county  Jud^  issues  an 
attachment  for  oisobedience  to  his 
order  under  g  294,  it  is  presumed 
to  have  been  issued  on  proper 
proof  of  the  fact  (MiUer  igt. 
Adams,  7  Lans.,  181.) 

16.  The  place  of  birth  cannot  be 
proved  by  hearsay,  e,  g.,  by  decla- 
rations of  parents,  although  it, 
seems,  pedigree  may  be.  (IfeCartif 
agt  lirry,  7  Lans.,  286.) 

17.  Parol  evidence  that  one  of  two 
Joint  makers  of  a  note  signed  as 
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surety  is  not  eompetent    {Oamp- 
beU  agt.  Tate,  7  Lan$.,  87<^. 

18.  Books  of  original  entry,  and  also 
books  of  entries  transcribed  from 
lost  books  of  oririnal  entry,  are 
admissible  In  evidence  as  memo- 
randa of  witnesses  who  testify  to 
delivery  of  the  items  of  the  ac- 
connt  {Oreen  agt  Z^Mtmo,  7 
Latu.,  881.) 


EXECUTION. 

1.  An  execution  against  the  person  of 
the  judgment  debtor  can  be  issued 
only  to  a  county  widiin  the  Juris- 
dicuon  of  the  court,  after  the  re- 
turn of  an  execution  against  his 
property  returned  unsatisfied  in 
whole  or  in  part  (Oode^  %  288). 
(Noe  agt  ChriiHe,  ante,  496!) 

2.  The  defendant  in  this  case  being 
in  the  custody  of  the  sheriff  of  the 
city  and  countv  of  New  York, 
under  and  by  virtue  of  an  execu- 
tion issued  against  ills  person,  upon 
a  Juic^ment  of  this  court,  plaintiff 
haid  no  right  to  issue  subsequently 
upon  the  same  judgment  another 
execution  against  defendant's  per- 
son to  the  sheriff  of  Richmond 
ooonty.    (Id.) 

8.  The  arrest  under  the  first  execu- 
tion was  a  satisfaction  of  the  judg- 
ment while  the  imprisonment 
continued;  and  the  issuance  of  the 
second  was  in  direct  violation  of 
the  provisions  of  the  Revised 
Statutes  (2  i2.  5.,  864,  g  7;  8  id,, 
Sihed,,6^%7).    (Id) 

4.  While  the  defendant  was  under 
arrest,  under  the  aforesaid  execu- 
tion, another  execution  against  his 
person  was  Issued  to  the  county  of 
Richmond  where  he  resided,  upon 
another  jud^ient  against  him  in 
this  court  ^Wci,  that  both  execu- 
tions be  set  aside,  with  costs.  (Id) 

See  Bbbriw. 

OnifkttagLBnmdt^ani$,461. 


BXEOUTORS    AND    ADMINI8- 
TRATORa 

1.  The  coort  will  take  judicial 
notice  of  the  population  <a  coun- 
ties and  the  pubnc  officers  therein. 
(Farley  agt.  MeCkmnsU,  7  Lane,, 
428.) 

2.  The  statute  which  requires  th'* 
surrogate  to  examine  the  ^plicant 
for  the  letters,  as  to  the  time,  Ac, 
of  death,  is  merely  directory.  (Per 
MiLLBB,  P.  J.)    (£i.) 

8.  Under  particular  drcvmstances 
a  creditor  of  an  estate  of  a  de- 
ceased person  may  maintain  an 
action  to  collect  his  debt  from  a 
debtor  to  the  estate.  (FMer  agt 
HfObeU,  7  Lam.,  481.) 


F. 


FINDINGS  OF  FACT  AND  LAW. 

1.  A  general  finding  of  areferee,  like 
a  general  verdict,  is  controlled  by 
a  special  finding  of  fact  (Pke^ 
agt  Viseher,  50  iV.  F.  R,  69.) 

2.  It  may  be  assumed,  in  order  to 
sustain  a  judgment  rendered  upon 
the  report  of  a  refereeL  that  a  find- 
ing of  fact  was  sustained  by  evi- 
dence given  upon  Ibe  trial,  al- 
though such  evidence  does  not 
appear  in  the  case  on  appeaL 
(liTfan  agt  Baher,  7  Xflfis.,  611.) 


FIRE-WORKa 

1.  A  valid  contract  may  be  made  bf 
ci^  authorities  for  the  purchase 
of  fire-works  of  over  (350  in 
amount,  for  celebration  jpmposes, 
without  advertising  for  bids  there- 
for. (fletwUler  agt  Jtfoyor,  de.^ 
If.  r,  ante,  218.) 

2.  It  Is  not  a  valid  objecOott  to  the 
paymeot  of  such  a  date  against 
the  city  that  there  Is  do  aon^  in 
the   treasury   appUcable   thflieto 
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and    aiq>ropifaled    therefor,    be- 
cause:   {EC) 

3.  Ist  The  expenditure  was  not 
incurred  by  any  head  of  a  depart- 
ment or  any  ofBcer  of  the  city 
government;  it  was  entirely  inde- 
pendent of  either,  and  did  not, 
therefore,  come  within  the  pro- 
Tisions  of  section  28  of  the  charter 
of  1857;  {Id,) 

4.  2d.  The  objection  of  a  want  of 
appropriation  is  answered  by  the 
resolution  of  the  common  coun- 
cil, which  appropriated  for  this 
purpose  the  sum  of  980,000;  and 
the  plaintiff  was  not  boimd  to 
inqture  further  than  to  see  that 
the  appropriation  was  duly  made. 
(M) 


FOREIGN  CORPORATIONS. 

1.  Whena  foreign  corporation  is  sued 
here  for  a  cause  of  action  which 
has  arisen  in  this  State,  and  its  offi- 
cers or  attorney  desire  to  have  the 
benefit  of  section  427  of  the  Code, 
the  objection  to  the  jurisdiction 
most  be  made  in  proper  time.  It 
is  too  late  to  rsdse  the  objection  after 
an  unqualified  appearance  in  the 
action.  {Cofpentier  hgL  Mntum, 
65J?ar&.,298.) 

2.  The  non-residence  of  the  plaintiff, 
in  an  action  against  a  forelipi  cor- 
poration, is  matter  in  abatement 
merely,  and  is  waived  by  appear 
ing  and  pleading  in  bar.  [Boot 
sgi  The  Oreat  WeOem  Bamoay 
Co.,e5Barb.t  619.) 

FORMER  SUIT  OR  RBOoVbRY. 

].  The  pendency  of  an  action  brought 
against  persons  claiming  title  uttder 
a  referee's  deed,  to  set  aside  such 
deed  as  fraudulent,  and  for  the  re- 
coveiT  of  the  possession  of  the 
premises,  may  be  pleaded  in  abate- 
ment of,  or  as  a  bar  to,  s«beeqttent 
actions  brought  by  the  same  plain- 
tiff against  each  of  Uie  defendants 
in  tha^  action,  to  recover  the  pos- 
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session  of  the  same  premises,  and 
for  mesne  profits.  (Dawley  agt 
Brown,  OH  Barb.,  lQf7.) 

2.  A  judgment  in  a  former  action  is 
not  a  rar  to  a  second  action  for  the 
same  cause,  if  at  the  time  of  the 
rendition  of  the  judgment  in  sucli 
former  action,  the  cause  of  action 
had  not  accmed.  {MarceUu$  agt. 
Countrymmy  65  Barb.,  201.) 

8.  Parol  evidence  is  admissible  to 
show  that  the  demand  in  the 
second  suit  was  not  recovered  for 
in  the  first,  and  the  reason  wny  it 
was  not.  For  this  purpose,  the 
testimony  of  a  juror  m  a  former 
suit  is  properly  received.    {Id.) 


FRAUDULENT   REPRESENTA- 
TIONS. 

1.  The  plaintiff  brought  his  action 
against  the  defendants  as  incorpo- 
rators and  directors  of  a  company 
formed  pursuant  to  the  general 
laws  of  the  state  for  ocean  steam 
navigation,  under  the  name  of 
**The  New  York  and  Bremen 
Steamship  Company "  charging 
them,*  first,  with  fraudulently  and 
corruptly  combining  to  organize 
said  company  for  the  purpose  of 
deceiving  such  of  the  public  as 
might  be  induced  to  become  stock- 
holders therein;  and  secondly,  with 
inducing,  bv  fidse  and  fraudulent 
representations,  tiie  plaintiff  to 
purchase  twenty-seven  shares  of 
the  capital  stock  of  the  par  value 
of  $100  each.  (I^ehon  agt  LuUng, 
ante,  855.) 

2.  ffeldy  that  the  hctB  and  circum- 
stances shown  by  the  plaintiff,  in^ 
eluding  his  own  evidence,  when 
considered  in  its  entirety,  feU  quite 
short  of  establishing  that  the  New 
York  and  Bremen  Steamship  Com- 
pany was  organized  by  the  defend- 
ants with  the  intent  of  deceiving 
and  cheating  the  public  or  the 
plaintiff.  Fraud  in  such  a  case 
cannot  be  presumed,  but  most  be 
afflrmatively  established.    {Id.) 
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8ee  BATurAonoH  ov  Jud^mmst, 
JStocum  agt.  Br&meny  antd^  4S7. 


G. 

GENERAL  TERM. 

1.  Where  a  Judgment  in  an  action 
tried  by  the  court  or  a  referee  is 
reversed  hy  the  general  term  and 
new  trial  ordered  upon  questions 
of  fact,  the  general  term  &  not  re- 
quired to  siMcify,  in  its  order,  the 
particular  errors  of  fact  to  author- 
be  a  reriew  in  this  court;  it  is 
sufScient  if  the  order  states  gene- 
rally that  the  reversal  was  based 
wholly,  or  in  part,  upon  errors  of 
fact  (ffiUMl  agt  Meigiy  50  N, 
r.  R,  480.) 

2.  The  ^ncral  term  has  not  only 
authonty  but  it  is  its  duty,  where 
the  fiEtcts  established  require  it,  to 
reverse  a  judgment  as  to  one  or 
more  of  seveial  joint  defendants, 
and  aflOnn  it  as  to  others.    (Id.) 


H. 

HUSBAND  AND  WIFE 

1.  Smce  the  act  of  1853  (Lav>$  of 
1858,  chapter  576)  which  declares 
that  au  action  may  be  maintained 
a^dnst  husband  and  wife,  jointly, 
for  anv  debt  of  the  wife  contract- 
ed before  marriage,  but  that  the 
execution  on  anv  Judgment  in  such 
action  shall  issue  agdnst  the 
separate  pn^rty  and  estate  of  the 
wfie,  onn^,  the  husband  mav  be 
joined  with  his  wife,  as  a  defend- 
ant, in  an  action  to  recover  a  debt 
contracted  by  her  before  marriage. 
(Lennox  agt  Eldred,  65  Barb.,  410.) 


INFANT. 


8ehunmnann  agt 
496. 


ante. 


INJUNCTION. 

1.  This  action  was  brought  to  re- 
strain the  Atlantic  and  Pacific 
Railroad  Company,  a  corporati(m 
chartered  by  congress  in  July,  1866, 
from  paying  the  rents  reserved  in 
a  lease  made  to  it  by  the  South 
Pacific  Railroad  Ccmipany  of  Mis- 
souri, a  corporation  chartered  by 
the  legislature  of  Missouri.  The 
rent  beiug  payable  for  the  use  of 
the  railroad  constructed  and  oper- 
ated by  the  lessor,  and  five  othor 
railroads  previously  leased  and 
demisedto  the  South  Pacific  Rail- 
road Company  of  Missouri.  (JHm- 
mare  agt  AUaniieand  BaeiJtcBlB. 
Cb.,  ante,  198.) 

2.  ffddf  That  as  such  powers,  to 
take  these  leases,  were  neither 
designed  nor  given  to  defend- 
ant's corporation,  the  leases  of  the 
road  firom  Franklin  throu^  Jef- 
ferson City  westerly,  as  well  as 
the  assignments  of  the  leases  of 
the  other  five  roads,  would  seon  to  ' 
be  void  for  want  of  authori^  in 
the  Atlantic  and  Pacific  RaQroad 
Company  to  receive  them.    (Id.) 

8.  And  that  would  result  in  avoiding 
the  lease  from  Franklin  to  St 
Louis,  as  the  rent  to  be  paid  for 
all  consists  of  an  entire  amount 
incapable  of  apportionment,  and 
this  would  constitute  a  good  reason 
for  enjoining  the  payment  alto- 
gether,   (td.) 

SeeLisax. 

Ptuey  agt  BradlBy,  ante,  255. 

See  liAlfDLOBD  AND  TSHANT. 

Trenor  agt  Jackaon,  ante,  889. 

4.  An  injunction  will  not  issue  to 
retrain  the  disbursement  of  the 

glidnUfF^s  portion  of  a  tax,  to  meet 
iterest  on  town  railroad  bonds 
israed  without  authori^,  where 
the  commissioners  holding  the  tax 
are  abundantly  able  to  answer  for 
its  loss.  (KObawnM  agt  AU^n,  7 
Lane.,  852.) 


Nir^  TORE  PRA.CTICB  REPORTS. 


Digest 


5.  Where  proceedings  conducted  by 
one  party  for  liisown  benefit  in 
the  name  of  another  are  restrained 
by  an  injunction  directed  to  the 
nominal  party,  the  damages  and 
expenses  mcurred  by  the  real  party 
in  mterest  in  proconng  a  discharge 
of  the  injunction  will  be  presumed 
in  law  to  have  been  incurred  by 
the  defendant  on  the  record,  and 
arc  recoverable  in  his  name  for  the 
benefit  of  the  real  pu-ty  in  interest. 
ULndretM  agt.  Q.  W.  Cfo,,  60  N,  T. 
k,  282.) 

6u  On  an  assessment  of  damages  upon 
an  undertaking  given  upon  the 
granting  of  a  temporary  injunction 
which  restrained  legal  proceedings 
for  the  collection  of  a  demand,  It 
is  not  competent  to  go  into  the 
merits  of  the  proceedings  restrain- 
ed, unl&s  the  party  prosecuting 
the  reference  claims  as  damages 
for  loss  of  his  demand.    (Id,) 

7.  Expenses  properlv  incurred  on  the 
part  of  the  defendant  for  the  pur- 
pose of  dissolving  an  iniunction 
are  legally  allowiSble  as  damages, 
and  when  a  motion  has  been  nuade 
to  dissolve  the  injunction,  which 
was  denied,  not  upon  the  merits  or 
for  irregularity,  but  because  the 
court  in  its  discretion  thought  it 
advisable  to  defer  the  inquiry  into 
the  merits  until  the  final  hearing, 
the  expenses  of  the  motion  and 
also  counsel  fees  upon  the  trial  are 
proper  items  of  damages.    (Id,) 

8.  Counsel  fees  for  the  trial  of  an 
action  in  which  a  temporaiy  in- 
junction has  been  issued  cannot  be 
recovered  as  damages  upon  the  un- 
dertaking given  upon  the  granting 
of  the  injunction  unless  it  appear 
that  such  expenses  were  incurred 
by  reason  of  the  inn  unction.  (Ho- 
vw  figL  R  T,  P.  Go.,  60  K  T,  R, 
886.) 

9.  A  party  is  entitled  to  damages  for 
aD  expenses  which  he  has  incurred 
for  fees  and  for  legal  expenses  in 
removinj^  the  temporary  injunc- 
tion, and  also  any  damages  to  his 


business  or  otherwise  necessarily 
resulting  from  it    (Id.) 

10.  The  right  to  a  preliminary  injunc- 
tion or  to  an  injunction  pendente 
Ute  rests  in  all  cases  in  the  discre- 
tion of  the  court  of  original  juris- 
diction. An  order,  therefore,  dis- 
solving such  an  injunction  does 
not  affect  a  substantial  right,  and 
is  not  reviewable  in  this  court 
(Bsople  agt.  Schoonmaker.  60  N,  T: 
R,  489.) 


INSURANCE. 

1.  A  policy  of  insurance  misstated 
the  section  of  a  warehouse  in 
which  the  property  intended  to  be 
insured  was  located  as  section  C, 
whereas  it  was  really  section  A. 
(Brffce  agt.  LoriOard  J^  Ins,  Oo,y 
anU,  498.) 

2.  In  an  action  brought  to  reform 
the  policy  and  recover  under  it, 
judgment  was  given  for  the  defend- 
ant The  plaintiff 's  only  important 
exceptions  on  the  trial,  were  to 
evidence  showing  the  character  of 
the  sections  as  separate  buildings. 
He,  however,^tated  no  ground  of 
objection.  There  was  evidence 
upon  which  all  the  judge's  find- 
ings of  fact,  and  hte  iMditional 
findings  and  refiisals  to  find,  could 
be  bsMd.    (Id,) 

8.  The  judgment  was  affirmed  at  the 
general  term.    (Id.) 

4.  Bisld,  that  the  findings  could  not 
be  disturbed;  as  in  order  to  a 
review  bv  this  court  of  a  finding 
of  fact,  there  must  be  no  evidence 
to  support  it ;  and  in  order  to  such 
review  of  a  refusal  to  find  a  fact, 
the  evidence  in  fitvor  of  the  pro- 
posed finding  must  be  clearly 
conclusive.    (Id.) 

6.  That  the  policy  could  not  be  re- 
formed, as  there  was  neither  a 
mistake  of  both  parties  whereby 
the  intentions  Gf  both  parties 
fidled  of  expression,  nor  a  mistake 
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of  one  partY  cwwing  a  faUure  to 
express  tiifl  intentioD,  with  a  fraud- 
ulent attempt  in  the  ottier  party  to 
take  advantage  of  such  failure. 


J. 

JOINT  DEBTORS. 

1.  In  an  action  against  three  defend- 
ants who  were  copartners  and  for 
a  partnership  debt,  who  appear 
and  answer  by  the  same  attomejB 
and  by  a  Joint  answer,  and  two  of 
the  defendants  liaye  compromised 
and  settled  their  proportion  of  the 
Joint  liability,  a  notice  of  trial 
served  by  the  plaintiff  in  the  ac- 
tion, in  the  ordinary  form  upon  the 
survivinf  attorney,  the  other  hav- 
ing died;  with  a  notice  indorsed 
on  the  same,  to  the  effect  **  that 
no  personal  claim  is  or  will  be 
made  on  the  trial  of  the  cause  as 
against  the  defendants  who  have 
compromised,  either  for  damages 
or  costs,  and  that  Judgment  will 
be  demanded  only  as  against  the 
defendant  who  has  not  settled  for 
the  amount  of  damages  and  costs 
for  whidi  he  may  be  liable,''  is 
regular  as  to  all  the  defendants. 
(ScuBkm  agt  Dodger  ante^  467.) 

2.  And  where,  on  the  trial  of  the 
cause  under  such  notice,  the  at- 
torneys for  the  defendants  an- 
nounce that  thev  appear  on  the 
trial  only  tor  and.  in  bdialf  of  the 
defendants  who  have  comprom- 
ised, and  not  for  the  other  defend- 
ant, a  verdict  agninst  all  the  de- 
fendants, and  thejudgment  entered 
thereon  against  all  t£e  defendants, 
is  a  verdict  regularly  rendered  and 
a  Judgment  regularly  entered  as 
against  all  the  defendants.  The 
proceedings  on  the  part  of  the 
plantifls  in  procuring  Judgment  in 
such  a  case  are  regular.    {JuL) 


JOINT  DBFENDANTa 

1.  Where    an    action    is    brourht 
against  two  or  more  upon  a  Joint 


contract^  and  equitable  defense 
peculiar  to  one  defendant  being 
set  up  by  him,  the  court  may  dve 
Judgment  for  the  plaintiff  agiunst 
the  other  def^^danta,  and  for  the 
one  defendant  against  the  plaintiff. 
{Barker  agt  Coekt  [Mem.],  50  N. 
I,  jB*,  680.) 


JUDGMENT. 

1.  A  satkfiietion  piece  of  a  Judgment 
in  favor  of  a  corporaticm,  which 
shows  upon  its  face  that  it  wss 
executed  by  its  president  in  his 
official  capaci^,  is  binding  i^M>n 
the  corporation,  although  not  exe- 
cuted in  the  name  of  or  under  the 
seal  of  the  corporation.  (BoM 
ag^  FtMnMfni  cmd  MethemM  Jfo- 
Sno;  JBsAi^  60  if.  T.R.,  896.) 

2.  A  Judgment  may  be  assailed  col- 
lateral^, for  fraud,  by  persons  not 

garties  to  it,  or  privies  who  are 
ijured  by  it  Thus  it  is  compe- 
tent for  a  creditor  to  assail  col- 
laterally a  Judgment  against  his 
debtor,  for  that  cause.  {8pUer 
agt  WaterSyfffi  Barb,,7Sf!.) 

8.  Although  it  is  more  in  conformity 
to  the  established  practice  to  re- 
quire the  successful  party  to  move 
ror  costs,  yet  a  Judgment  should  not 
be  set  aside — when  it  appears  that 
tiie  rij^t  to  costs  was  clearly  estab- 
lishe<f-merely  because  it  was  en- 
tered up  by  such  party  without 
having  obtained  an  order  allowing 
him  costs,  on  a  motion  made  for 
that  purpose.  (Ebe*  agt  NtStU^ 
65  BoiriK,  440.) 

4.  The  court  has  power  to  control 
its  Judgments  and  process;  and 
the  power  may  be  summarily 
exercised,  to  prevent  the  property 
of  a  dona  ildtf  purchaser  from  being 
sold.    (Jd) 


JUDGMENT  CREDITOR. 

1.  A  fhtudulent  intent  being  estab- 
lished against  the   vendor  and 
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vendee  in  a  conveyance  for  a 
valuable  consideration,  by  a  judg- 
ment creditor  of  tbe  vendor,  he  is 
not  entitled  to  iudgment  setting 
aside  and  annuuing  tbe  convey- 
ance, but  only  that  the  property 
be  sold  and  his  judgment  paid 
out  of  the  proceeds.  (Orr  agt 
QUmore,  7  Lans.,  845.) 


JUDICIAL  DECISIONS. 

1.  It  is  not  for  an  inferior  court  to 
disregard  a  decision  of  the  court 
of  last  resort;  but  on  the  other 
hand.  It  is  its  duty  to  give  such 
decision  full  effect,  whatever  its 
views  may  be  as  to  the  correctness 
or  wisdom  of  such  decision.  But 
when  that  court  departs  from  its 
own  decisions,  and  leaves  it  uncer- 
tain what  its  views  are,  upon  a 
question  of  law,  it  is  the  duty  of 
the  court  below  to  give  effect  to 
the  latest  expression  of  the  views 
of  the  superior  court;  leaving  it 
to  determme  which  is  the  sounder, 
the  earlier  or  the  later  conclusions. 
(PerMuLLiN,  P.  JJ  (Ciwfoifoagt. 
The  Syracuse  dbc,,  Bailroad  Co,,  65 
Bath.,  92.) 


JURISDICTION. 

1.  An  order  under  %  894,  Code,  re- 
hiring one  having  property  of  or 
indebted  to  a  judgment  debtor  to 
appear  and  answer,  &c,  is  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  judge  of 
the  county  to  which  execution  haa 
issued  on  the  iudgment  (Miller 
agt  AdanUf  7  Lans.,  186.) 

2.  An  order  obtained  on  incompe- 
tent evidence  of  jurisdictional 
fiicts,  from  a  court  of  record,  or 
officer  acting  judicially  in  deter- 
mining the  question  of  jurisdic- 
tion, is,  in  the  absence  of  bad  faith, 
proteetion  to  the  par^  instituting 
the  proceedings  therefor.    (Id,) 

8.  In  an  action  on  a  bill  of  exchange 
against  an  insolvent  national  bank 


of  another  state,  which  has  funds 
deposited  in  a  bank  in  this  state, 
and  in  which  action  an  attachment 
is  issued  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiffs 
and  said  flmds  are  attached,  this 
court  hoAJuriadietion  of  the  action 
and  of  the  attachment  proceedings 
under  it  (Alien  agt  Seandina- 
fdan  Bahky  ante,  71.) 

4.  The  receiver  of  such  foreign  na- 
tional bank  not  being  a  puty  to 
the  action,  has  no  status  which 
authorizes  him  to  move  to  set 
aside  the  attachment  proceedings. 
(Id,) 

5.  Where  the  receiver  of  such  foreign 
national  bank  files  a  bill  in  equity 
in  the  United  States  circuit  court 
against  the  plaintiffs  in  Hik  attach- 
ment suit  and  the  sheriff  who  ser- 
ved the  attachment,  and  moves 
the  court  upon  the  bill  and  upon 
affidavits  for  an  tTmncUon  to  stay 
all  proceedings  in  the  attach- 
ment suit  and  for  a  receiver  to  take 
charge  of  the  funds  pending  the 
liti^tion,  on  the  ground  that  the 
United  States  court  has  exclusive 
jurisdiction  of  said  insolvent  na- 
tional bank  and  is  entitled  through 
its  receiver  to  the  custody  and 
control  of  the  fUnds  so  attached, 
the  motion  both  for  the  injunction 
and  receiver  will  be  denied.    (Id.) 

6.  The  superior  court  of  the  city  of 
New  York  has  jurisdiction  to 
grant  a  divorce  and  allow  alimony 
where  the  parties  are  property  be- 
fore the  court.  (Kamp  agt.  Kamp^ 
ante,  148.) 

7.  The  jurisdiction  of  courts  of 
equi^  to  grant  relief  in  cases  of 
fraud  and  trust  was  not  abolish^ 
by  the  statute  which  instituted  a 
creditor's  bill  upon  a  Judgment 
and  an  execution  returned  unsat- 
isfied.   (Id) 

8.  But  it  is  well  settled  that  an 
action  to  set  aside  a  fraudulent 
conveyance  may  be  maintained  by 
a  creditor  without  iudgment,  who 
is  otherwise  remediless.    (Id.) 
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9.  This  court  has  jarisdicUon  of  an 
action  brought  by  an  amgnee  in 
bankrupt^,  to  recover  money  and 
property  from  the  defendants  al- 
leged to  have  been  previously  con- 
veyed to  them  by  the  bankrupt  in 
fraud  of  the  act  of  bankruptcy, 
passed  by  congress  Blarch  2, 1867. 
{OUbert  agt  Orawfard,  ante,  222.) 


JURY. 

1.  Upon  the  trial  of  an  indictment 
before  the  superior  court  of  the 
city  6f  Buffalo,  in  case  the  regular 

nel  of  jurors  is  exhausted,  and 
lecomes  necetsair  to  summon 
talesmen,  the  court  is  not  limited 
to  the  method  prescribed  by  the 
twenty-ninth  section  of  the  act 
creathiff  said  court  (§  29,  chap.  96, 
Laws  of  1854,  as'amended  by  chap. 
764,  Laws  of  1 867),  but  it  has  power 
to  order  talesmen  to  be  summoned 
in  pursuance  of  the  provisions  of 
the  Revised  SUtutee.  (2  R  a,  788, 
§8.)  {Qaffney  agt  The PBopU, 50 
^  T,  tLy  416. 

2.  A  resident  and  a  tax-payer  of  a 
city  is  incompetent  as  a  juror  in 
an  action  wherein  the  city  is  inte- 
rested, except  in  an  action  to  re- 
cover a  penalty  or  forfeiture  (2  R 
S.,  557,  §2),  unless  by  provision 
of  the  city  charter  such  disquali- 
fication is  removed.  (Diwny  agt. 
OUy  of  EVmira,  51  N,  F.  i?,,  506.) 

8.  A  party  to  an  action  on  trial  by 
a  jury,  is  entitled  to  have  all  the 
proceedings  public,  both  in  respect 
to  the  production  of  proof,  and  to 
the  instructions  to  the  jury  by  the 
court;  and  there  ought  to  be  no 
communication  between  the  judge 
and  the  jury,  after  the  latter  have 
gone  from  the  bar  to  consider  their 
verdict,  in  relation  to  the  oral  evi- 
dence or  his  instructions  to  them, 
unless  it  take  place  openly  hi 
court,  or  with  the  express  assent 
of  the  parties.  (JF.  B,  and  L,  Co. 
agt.  Jfii,  51  K  t.  5.,  558.) 


4.  This  right  is  a  Bubetantial  one 
and  is  not  in  the  discreticm  of  the 
court,  and  an  order  denving  mo- 
tion for  a  new  trial,  which  motion 
was  based  upon  the  violation  of 
this  right,  is  appealable  to  this 
court.    {Id) 

5.  A  partv  moving  for  a  new  trial 
upon  tiie  ground  of  a  cornmmn- 
cation  between  the  judge  and  the 
jury  without  his  knowledge  or 
assent,  is  not  bound  to  show 
affirmatively  that  sach  communi- 
cation tended  to  liia  injury.    {Id) 


JUSTICES  OP  THE  SUPERIOR 
GOURT  OP  THE  CITY  OF 
NEW  YORK. 

• 

1.  The  provision  of  the  act  estab- 
lishing the  superior  court  of  the 
city  of  New  York  (828,  chap.  187. 
laws  of  1858),  wmch  anthorizcs 
the  chief  justice  and  associate  jus- 
tices thereof  to  perform  all  the 
duties  which  a  justice  of  the  su- 
preme court  is  authorized  to  do 
out  of  term,  is  general  and  unre- 
stricted, and  authorizes  them  to 
perform  all  the  duties  of  a  Justice 
of  the  supreme  court  at  cham- 
bers. A  justice  of  said  court  has 
authority,  therefore,  to  issne  an 
attachment  on  a  lien  claimed  un- 
der the  act  providing  for  the  col- 
lection of  demands  ^[sinst  sliips 
and  vessels  {Chap,  4&,  Loios  of 
1862).  {Delaney  agt  BrM,  51  A. 
T.  R,  78.) 

L. 

LACHES. 

/SmSalb. 

Depew  agt.  Dmoqr,  ante^  441. 

/8Sm  Appeal. 

Brown  agt.  i^MM,  anUy  465. 


LANDLORD  AND  TENANT. 

1.  A  tenant  has  no  right  to  build  a 
wooden  structure  or  shed  called  an 
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awning  lunBing  on  both  sides  of  a 
corner  store  which  he  occupies,  in 
the  city  of  New  York,  covennfi^  the 
sidewfuk  on  each  side  and  reaching 
to  the  second  story  of  the  building, 
wh^re  the  lease  contains  a  cove- 
nant by  the  tenant  that  *^he  will 
not  make  any  alterations  therein 
without  the  written  consent  of  the 
party  of  the  first  part,  under  the 
penalty  of  forfeiture  and  danutfes.*' 
{Trenar  agt  Jaekscm,  ante,  889.) 

2.  Although  such  acts  of  the  tenant 
are  a  'n<^ation  of  his  covenant 
(written  consent  not  having  been 
obtained),  yet  they  are  not  suffi- 
cient to  authorize  the  restraining 
power  of  the  court  The  landlord 
fkas  his  remedy  at  law  for  damages 
or  bv  re-entry.  But  where  the 
landlord  brings  his  case  within 
equity  recognition  by  alleging  that 
the  structure  is  erected  upon  one 
of  the  public  streets  of  the  city 
without  authority,  and  is  injurious 
to  his  private  interests  and  a  pub- 
lic nuisance,  it  then  comes  within 
the  restraining  power  of  the  court 
at  the  suit  of  the  landlord  as  a  pri- 
vate person.    (Id.) 

&  Ai(2,  that  the  corporation  hold 
the  streets  in  trust  for  the  public, 
and  by  attempUng  to  authorize 
such  appropriation  of  them  by  the 
erection  aiid  continuance  of  this 
imblic  nuisance  hv  a  permit  given 
to  the  tenant  by  the  commissioner 
of  public  works  before  the  struc- 
ture was  commenced,  exceeded 
their  power,  and  the  erection  of  the 
structure  was  without  authority 
of  law.    {Id.) 


LARCENY. 

1.  Upon  a  trial  for  larceny  from 
the  person,  where  the  proof  does 
not  warrant  a  finding  or  the  value 
of  the  property  at  less  than  twenty- 
five  dollars,  a  reAisal  to  instruct 
the  jury  that  the  offense  is  petit 
larceny  unless  such  value  shall 
be  found   less   than   twenty-five 


dollars  is  not  error.    {Ewgim  agt 
The  PiBopley  7  Lans,,  110.) 

2.  Mere  proof  of  the  taking  of  bills 
of  certidn  denominations,  without 
proof  of  their  genuinene^  as  bills 
or  circulation  media,  is  insufficient 
to  warrant  conviction  of  larceny. 
{Id,) 

8.  But  it  will  be  assumed  on  appeal 
that  there  '^as  evidence  of  genu- 
ineness upon  the  trial,  if  the  bill 
of  exceptions  does  not  show  that 
it  contains  all  the  evidence  given. 
(Id,) 

4.  The  taking  of  property  from  the 
person  less  than  twenty-five  dol- 
lars in  value,  and  of  bills  of  de- 
nominations exceeding  in  the 
aggregate  that  amount,  but  not 
shown  to  be  genuine  having  been 
proved;  heldy  that  a  request  to 
instruct  the  jury  that  there  was  no 
evidence  of  a  larceny  was  pro- 
perly refused.    {Id,) 

5.  Held,  further,  that  a  conviction  of 
grand  larceny  would  be  sustained 
on  appeal,  in  the  absence  of  a 
statement  in  the  bill  of  exceptions 
that  it  oontained*al]  the  evidence 
given  at  the  trial    {Id,) 


LIEN. 

1.  In  an  action  to  enforce  a  lien  the 
court  has  the  right,  even  after  the 
issue  joined,  to  make  any  person  a 
party  who  may  be  necessary  to  a 
full  determination  of  the  equities 
involved.  {Puaey  9^,  Bradley,  ante^ 
255.) 

r 

2.  While  it  is  questionable  whether 
a  creditor  who  procures  a  prefer- 
ence by  a  lien  may  not  be  obliged 
to  surrender  it  in  order  to  com- 
mence proceedings  under  the  bank- 
rupt act,  it  would  be  against  equjty 
to  allow  him  to  uige  the  biemk- 
ruptcy  of  his  debtor  in  one  tribunal 
and  in  another  avail  himself  of  the 
advantages  of  his  lien.    {Id,) 


KSW  YORK  PRACnCS  REPORTa 


DigeiL 


8.  Prooeedtngs  to  a  «to«B  court  Ay 
be  tospended  or  controlled  by  the 
federal  courts,  not  by  acting  di- 
rectly on  the  former,  but  by  acting 
on  the  parties  through  the  instm- 
mentality  of  an  injunction.    (Id,) 


MAia>AMUS. 

1.  Where  a  balance  of  a  tfCoftfii  against 
the- county  of  New  York,  running 
from  September  1,  1871,  to  March 
1 187d,  K>r  cleaning  the  court-room 
of  the  court  of  common  pleas,  the 
original  claim  being  audited  by 
the  iKMtfd  of  Buperrisors  of  the 
county,  such  audit  is  sufficient 
authority  for  the  comptroller  to 
pay  it  where  no  fraud  or  mistake 
is  alleged.  The  claim  is  a  proper 
one  a«;ain8t  the  county.  (People  ez 
rd.  OMlty  agt  Earls^  ante,  267.) 

2.  Perha^  now  it  may  be  necessary 
to  reauire  the  auditor  of  accounts 
to  audit  this  balance  in  order  to 
compd  the  comptroller  to  pay  it. 

(Id,) 

8.  A  mandamus  against  each  officer 
allowed.    (I±) 

4.  The  audit  and  allowance  by  the 
board  of  supervisors  of  the  county 
of  New  York  of  a  daim  against 
the  county,  is  conclusive  of  the 
right  of  the  claimant  to  recover  it, 
suoject  only  to  the  examination 
and  allowance  of  his  touehen  by 
the  auditor  and  the  approval  of 
the  comptroller  thereupon.  (Mai- 
ter  of  Brawn  94^  Orteriy  ante^W^.) 

5.  The  power  to  ex^ine,  settle  and 
allow  aooounU  is  one  thing;  this 
belongs  to  the  board  of  supervi- 
sors. And  the  power  to  examine, 
allow  and  approve  wuehon  is  an- 
other thinff;  this  belongs  to  the 
auditor  and  comptroller.  (The  ease 
qfPiBople  ex  reL  BUiihgt,  Flagg,  15 
How.,m^eoBjfiUuned,)    (Id.) 

8.  Where  a  laboring  man  has  per- 
formed four  and  a  half  months  of 


approved  labor  fbr  the  county  of 
New  YoriL,  and  has  gone  the  rooiids 
of  circumlocution  to  have  his  labor 
certified  to  by  Uie  officer  for  whose 
office  the  services  w^e  rendered, 
and  his  bill  scrutinized  by  a  com- 
mittee, and  approved,  audited  and 
ordered  to  be  paid  by  tike  board  of 
supervisors,  further  technleal  fan- 
pediment  to  its  payment  shoold 
not  prevail,  especially  where  the 
obiection  is  made  agaust  the  orisi- 
nal  claim  and  not  against  the 
vouchers  thereof.  (PeSpU  «r  ttL 
Duffin  agt  Eark,  ante,  806.) 

7.  The  relator  claimed  the  balaoce 
of  an  unpaid  salary  of  $4,820.17  for 
services  as  **  counsel  to  the  cchu- 
missioners  of  taxes  and  assess- 
ments, in  the  city  of  New  YoriL," 
for  part  of  th^  years  1872  and  1873, 
whidi  the  defendants  recused  to 
pay.  (People  ez  rd.  MSler  wgL 
Green,  ante,  867.) 

8.  It  did  not  appear  that  the  relator's 
salary  was  provided  for  in  any  of 
the  approi^tioos  made  for  those 
years  to  the  commisstoDers  of  taxes 
and  assessments;  and  the  amounts 
apportioned  to  that  department  are 
required  to  be  specifically  applied 
to  the  purposes  specified  therein. 
The  relator  can  nave,  therefore, 
no  remedy  by  mandanras;  but  is 
entitled  to  have  his  claim  audited, 
and  a  mandamus  lies  to  the  auditor 
to  adjust  the  demand.    (Id,) 

0.  The  provision  of  the  act  provid- 
ing for  relief  against  illegal  taxa- 
tion (g  1,  chap.  988,  laws  of  1867), 
authoring  and  empowerinic  the 
boards  of  supervisors  of  certain 
counties  therein  named,  to  hear 
and  determine  clidms  for  illegal 
assessments  upon  United  States 
securities  and  to  repay  the  amount 
collected  upon  such  assessments, 
is  mandatory.  Upon  the  presen- 
tation of  a  claim  thereunder,  tiie 
only  queetioos  to  be  detennined 
by  the  board,  and  in  reference  to 
wliich  it  has  any  discretion,  are 
whether  the  claunant  has  such  a 
claim,    and,   if  so,    the   amount 
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thereof.  When  the  fact  of  the 
exietence  of  the  claim  is  undis- 
patedt  the  board  has  no  authority 
to  reject  it  as  illegal,  and  it  can 
be  compelled  by  mandamus  to 
exercise  its  discretion  upon  the 
fapts  and  the  amount  of  the  allow- 
ance. (People  esb  rd,  agt.  Boardof 
Supervison  of  Oteego  (mint/g^  51  M. 
r.  R,  401.) 

10.  The  relator  showed  that  it  owned 
and  was  assessed  upon  United 
States  stocks,  that  it  paid  the 
taxes  claimed,  and  property  pre- 
sented its  claims  therefor  under 
said  statute  to  defendant.  These 
facts  were  not  disputed.  Defend- 
ant adopted  a  resoludon,  in  sub- 
stance, that  the  claim  was  invalid, 
and  that  the  same  be  disallowed. 
EM,  that  a  mandamus  directing 
defendant  to  hear  the  claims  of 
relator  and  to  determine  whether 
it  paid  the  taxes,  as  stated,  and, 
if  so,  to  audit  and  allow  the 
amount  thereof,  and  cause  the 
same  to  be  levied  and  collected,  as 
prescribed  by  said  statute,  was 
proper.    (Id,,) 


MALiaOUS  PROSECUTION. 

1.  In  an  action  for  maHoiou9  promcu- 
tion^  where  the  evidence  tended  to 
show  that  the  defendant  was  in- 
formed by  a  person  that  the  plain- 
tiff did  the  malicious  mischief  to 
defendants  property  for  which 
she  was  prosecuted  and  arrested 
by  the  defendant;  but  before  thi 
defendant  had  commenced  pro- 
ceedings for  such  arrest,  the -same 
person  who  gave  the  defendant  the 
information  acknowledged  in  his 
presence  that  he  had  made  a  false 
statement  about  the  mischief,  and 
that  instead  of  the  plaintiflf  doing 
it,  he,  the  informant  liimself ,  ^d 
it,  and  offered  to  settle  the  matter: 
(Foote  agt  MiUer,  ante,  8a) 

d.  ffeldy  that  a  nonmit  in  the  action 
was  improper.  There  was  a  ques- 
tion for  the  jury,  whether,  after 
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the  last  infbrmation  defendant  had 
received,  he  commenced  Ms  action 
against  the  plainti£f  in  good  f  idth 
or  not    (Id.) 


MOTIONS  AND  ORDERS. 

1.  The  finding  of  a  referee,  to  whom 
is  referred  disputed  questions  of 
fact  arising  upon  a  motion,  is  not 
conclusive  upon  the  court.  It  is 
but  to  inform  the  conscience  of 
the  court,  and  may  be  adopted  or. 
disregarded.  (ManhaU  agt.  Meachy 
61  iVTr.iJ.,  140.) 

2.  The  Judge  who  tries  a  cause  is 
not  authorized  to  entertain  a  mo- 
tion made  upon  his  minutes  to  set 
aside  a  verdict  upon  the  ground 
that  it  was  contrary  to  Uie  in- 
structions of  the  court  (TiMon 
agt.  Wdek,  51  N.  T,  R,  244.) 

3.  Where  a  general  tenn  order  re- 
cites the  fact  of  an  appeal  from 
the  order  of  special  term  consid- 
ered therein,  U  will  be  assumed 
that  such  an  appeal  was  taken, 
although  no  notice  of  appeal  is 
contained  in  the  case.  (atruth&r$ 
figt.  Pearce,  51  N  T,  R,  365.) 


MUNICIPAL  CORPORATIONS. 

1.  Where  a  city  charter  contains  a 
clause  empowering  the  common 
council  '^  To  clean  the  streets  and 
to  pass  ordinances  requiring  the 
same  to  be  kept  clean  and  in  pro- 
per order  and  free  from  encroach- 
ment, incumbrance  or  tf^rpy^ 
the^  have  the  power  to  pass  an 
ordmance  prohibiting,  under  a 
prescribed  penalty,  any  person 
m)m  using  ^  wagon  or  cart  on  the 
paved  streets  for  carrying  a  certain 
number  of  pounds  or  over  for  a 
load,  unless  the  tires  of  such  ve- 
hicle be  of  a  certain  prescribed 
width.  (City  of  Utica  agt.  Etake^- 
lee,  ante,  165.) 
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2.  But  where  the  ordinance,  which 
fixeg  the  penalty,  directs  also  that 
the  expenm  of  todghina  the  load  be 
added  to  the  penaihr,  It  is  unautho- 
rized. The  penalty  may  be  re- 
covered, but  not  the  expense  of 
weighing.    {Id.) 

See  Fere-Works 

DettnUer  agt  Mayor ^  <fie.,  N.  T,, 
ante,  218. 

See  Landlord  ahd  Tenant. 
Trenor  agt.  Jaekeent  ante,  889. 


NEGLIGENCE. 

L  The  omission  to  look  both  up  and 
down  a  railroad  track  before  at- 
tempting to  cross  it,  is  such  negli- 
gence as  prevents  a  recovery 
against  the  railroad  company  in 
case  of  accident  (HaiM  agt 
N.  T,  Oeniral  R  R  Co.,1  Lane., 
11.) 

2.  It  is  no  excuse  if  the  precantion 
is  neglected  until  too  late  to  avoid 
an  approaching  train.    {Id,) 

3  An  owner  of  a  tenement  house  is 
not  liable  to  a  person  visiting  one 
of  the  tenants  for  damage  caused 
by  falling  down  cellar  steps  open- 
ing upon  the  hallway,  where  it 
appeared  that  the  opening  was 
furnised  with  a  good  and  sufficient 
covering,  which  was  open  at  the 
time  of  the  injury,  in  the  absence 
of  proof  of  defective  or  n^^i^nt 
construction,  or  that  the  defendant 
himself  negligently  left  the  open- 
ing uncovered.  {Kaiser  agt  Bmh, 
ante,  161.) 

4.  The  fact  that  the  owner  occupied 
the  house  in  connection  with  sev- 
eral of  his  tenants  raises  no  pre- 
sumption of  negligence  against 
him.  Each  occupant  is  answera- 
ble only  for  his  own  negligence, 
and  there  can  be  no  presumption 
against  any  particular  occupant. 


6.  Whereon  the  trial  in  aa  actioii of 
negUgenee^  the  evidence  given  is 
not  of  such  a  character  as  would 
authorize  the  court  to  determine 
the  diligence  or  negligeoce  of 
either  sme  as  matter  of  law,  the 
questions  relating  thereto  on  botli 
odes  should  be  submitted  to  the 
jury.  {Stajoenhant  agt  Am.  Manu- 
faeturing  Co.,  ante,  510.) 


NEW  TIUAL. 

1.  Where  the  rejection  of  the  testi- 
mony of  a  witness  offered  in 
evidence  on  the  trial  is  relevant, 
and  therefore  the  rejection  is  error, 
yet  the  judgment  wiU  not  for  that 
reason  be  reversed,  where  it  can 
be  seen  that  the  offered  testimony 
is  not  of  sufficient  importance, 
when  compared  with  the  merits  of 
the  case,  to  have  changed  the  ver- 
dict of  the  Jury  or  wected  the 
Judgment  in  the  case.  {Townetnd 
agt  Narraganeett  Ins.  Co.,  ante,  40.) 

3a0  Appeal. 

Einney  agt  Pudn^,  ante,  258. 

2.  This  case  has  been  three  times 
before  the  general  term  of  thia 
court.  The  first  time  reported  ia 
t  BoU.,  270,  where  the  facts  are 
Ailly  stated ;  the  seeoad  time,  re- 
ported in  1  Sweeny,  140.  (CamM 
agt.  Piatt,  ante,  520.) 

8.  The  court  ofappeals  decided,  after 
the  second  trial,  that  certain  ques- 
tions in  the  case  should  be  tried,  as 

'  questions  of  fkct,  before  a  jury. 
On  this  trial,  a  verdict  for  the 
plaintiff  was  rendered  on   these 

S[uestions  (as  had  been  on  the  two 
ormer  trials),  and  the  defendant 
moved,  at  special  term,  on  a  ease 
and  exceptions,  to  set  aside  the  ver- 
dict and  for  a  new  trial,  which 
•Wns  denied,  and  from  such  order 
of  denial,  as  well  as  the  iudgment. 
defendant  appealed  to  the  general 
term.    {Id,) 

4.  Held,  that  it  may  be  qoestioBed 
whether,  under  the  provisioiis  of 
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the  Code,  it  is  not  the  duty  of  the 
general  term,  in  such  a  case,  to 
examine  the  evidence,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  ascertaining  whether  the 
verdict  should  stand.  Such  ex- 
amination having  been  made,  it 
was  decided  that  there  was  no 
reason  for  disturbing  the  verdict. 
(Id.) 

5.  Several  exceptions  were  taken  by 
the  defendant  to  the  refusal  of  the 
court  to  allow  certain  evidence 
offered  by  liim  to  be  submitted  to 
the  jnry.  The  most  important 
one  was  rejected  becase  it  called 
for  the  disclosure  of  confidential 
communications  between  attorney 
and  client    (Id,) 


NOTARIES. 

1.  A  notarial  certificate,  founded 
upon  a  presentment  and  demand 
made  not  by  the  notary,  but  by 
his  clerk,  is  void.  iOawtry  agt. 
DoaneyUlK  T,  iJ.,  84.) 


NOTICE. 

8ee  Attaohmbmt. 

QBrien  agt.  Mech'9  cmd  Trader^ 
Fire  Im.  Co.,  ante,  429. 


NUISANCE. 

• 

See  Landlord  and  Tenant. 
Trenor  agt.  Jadtson^  ante^  889. 

P. 
PARTIES. 

• 

t.  Where  a  defect  of  parties  is  appa- 
rent on  the  face  of  the  complaint, 
but  no  demurrer  is  interpost^d,  ana 
no  suggestion  of  the  defect  made 
until  the  argument  of  an  appeal 
Irom  the  judgment,  neither  partv 
is  entitled  to  costs  of  the  appeal. 


UffWur  agt  EubbeU,  65  Barb.,  74.) 


app 


PARTITION. 

1.  In  actions  for  the  partition  of  real 
estate  the  right  of  the  plaintiff  to 
be  an  cwn^r  should  be  clear  to 
warrant  the  court  to  take  the 
custody  of  the  property  out  of 
the  possession  of  those  having  an 
apparently  valid  title,  (PtiUertan 
agt.  MeOunnf  ante,  182.) 

2.  Where  the  executors  and  trustees 
are  vested  with  that  right  under  a 
will,  while  the  cliiim  of  the  plain- 
tiff, as  an  heir-at-law,  is  doubtful 
and  uncertain,  her  motion  for  an 
injunction  and  reeeiwr  pending  her 
action  for  partition  will  be  denied. 
(Id.) 

8.  Where  application  is  made  in 
such  action  to  remove  the  trustees 
on  the  ground  of  incompetence 
or  improvidence,  upon  affidavits 
founded  in  a  great  part  on  infor- 
mation and  belief,  which  are  une- 
quivocally denied  on  behalf  of  tlie 
trustees,  there  is  no  propriety  iu 
granting  the  motion  on  such  a 
state  or  the  testimonv,  nor  in  try- 
ing such  a  question  m  the  action 
OB  conflicting  affidavits.    (Id,) 

4.  The  Code  does  not  provide  for  the 
service  of  process  upon  unknown 
owners  in  partition  cases.  The 
135th  section  providing  for  publi- 
cation, so  far  as  it  applies  to  un- 
known parties,  is  confined  to 
actions  for  the  foreclosure  of  mort- 

;es.    (Sanfard  agt   White,  ante, 

•) 

5.  The  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended, 
will  apply,  and  are  continued  as 
applicable  to  partition  cases  by  the 
448th  section  of  the  Code.    (Id.) 

6.  The  Revised  Statutes  (wl.  8.  p. 
605)  and  tlie  act  of  1842  (p.  868) 
prescribe  the  requisite  notios  to  be 
published  with  a  description  of 
the  premises  to  be  partitioned;  and 
without  such  a  description  the  ad- 
vertisement addressed  to  unknown 
owners  is  an  idle  ceremony,  and 
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the  court  win  not  obtain  jurisdic- 
tion over  them.    {Id.) 

7.  An  objection  in  partition,  that  the 
complaint  does  not  aver  Uiat  the 
plaintiff  is  in  possession  of  the 
premises,  is  too  late  when  first 
made  on  appeal  after  Judgment; 
and  it  seems,  although  no  posses- 
sion should  be  proved.  (HowU 
agt  i/iUf,  7  Lam,,  19a) 

8.  It  seems  the  objection  should  be 
taken  by  demurrer  or  answer. 
(Id.) 

9.  The  wife  of  a  tenant  in  common 
need  not  Join  as  plaintiff  with  him 
in  an  action  to  partition  his  pro- 
perty. She  is  a  necessary  party, 
but  more  fittingly  a  defendant  than 
plaintiff.  (Bo$ekrani  agt  White, 
7  Lans,,  480.) 

10.  An  objection  that  she  is  made 
defendant,  and  not  a  co-plaintiff, 
with  her  husband,  could  not  avail 
other  defendants  in  the  action, 
(/d) 


PARTNERSHIP. 

1.  All  actions  brought  in  respect  of 
any  contract  entered  into  by  or  on 
behalf  of  a  copctrtnerMp  firm,  be- 
fore the  death  of  a  partner,  must 
be  brought  by  or  a^nst  the  sur- 
viving members  of  the  firm  alone. 
The  representatives  of  the  deceased 
partner  cannot  sue  or  be  sued  in 
respect  of  such  contract.  {Car- 
rere  agt.  8pofford,  ante,  894.) 

2.  Not  only  the  remedies  but  the 
riehts  and  liabilities  of  the  partner- 
ship vest  in  and  are  imposed  upon 
the  iurvkinff  partner,    (Id. ) 

8.  The  Joint  debt  may,  by  reason  of 
the  death  of  a  partner,  be  treated 
as  if  orieinaUy  a  separate  debt  of 
the  surviving  partner.    (Id,) 


PLEDGE. 

<  • 

1.  Where,  on  a  pledge  of  proper^ 
for  a  certain  sum  of  money  bor- 
rowed, it  is  agreed  by  the  pledgor 
to  pay  a  certain  sum  as  a  bonus 
for  the  use  of  the  money,  a  tender 
of  the  principal  sum  with  the 
amount  of  tiie  bonus,  without 
interest,  is  a  sufficient  tender  to 
redeenl  In  the  absence  of  any 
agreement  to  pay  interest,  the 
amount  of  the  bonus  must  be  con- 
sidered to  be  in  lieu  thereot  (ERnse 
agt  Stroi/lg,  ante,  97.) 


PLEADING. 

1.  An  answer  in  foredosure,  alleging 
the  invalidity  of  the  mortgages  in 
suit,  and  title  to  the  premises 
under  a  subsequent  mortgage,  is 
not  a  counter-claim,  but  an  equi- 
able  defense.  (Ckiryl  agt  ml- 
fiaf»<,  7  Xan#.,  416.) 


2.  An  answer  in  an  action  to  fore- 
close a  mortgage,  that  it  is  of  no 
binding  effect  and  no  lien  upon 
the  premises  described  in  the  cnn- 
plaint,  is  a  statement  of  a  conclu- 
sion unsupported  by  facts,  and 
unavailing.    (Id.) 

8.  In  an  action  where  fraud  is  the 
basis  of  the  complaint  a  recovery 
cannot  be  had  for  a  breach  of  con> 
tract  JRoes  agt  Mather,  51  N,  T. 
R,  108.) 

4.  PlaintifTs  complaint  allied  in 
substance  that  d^^dant  having 
offered  to  sell  him  a  horse  which 
was  lame,  warranted  and  falsdy 
represented  that  the  lameness  was 
in  the  foot  only,  resulting  from 
an  injury  while  in  pasture,  and 
was  of  a  temporary  character; 
that  relying  upon  said  warranty 
and  representations,  he  purchasea ; 
that  the  horse  was  in  fyici  lame 
from  a  diseased  gambrel  Joint, 
which  defendant  well  knew. 
Plaintiff  proved  a  warranty  and 
breach  thereof,  but  gave  no  evi- 
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dence  tendinff  to  show  fraud. 
HM  rLoTT,  Ch.  C,  diasentliig), 
that  uie  grBTunen  of  the  action 
was  fhiud,  not  a  breach  of  war- 
ranty, and  [daintiff  could  not 
recover  upon  proof  of  the  latter 
only.    {IdJ) 

5.  In  an  action  upon  a  contract  exe- 
cuted by  a  married  woman,  it  is 
not  necessary  to  allege  in  the  com- 
plaint that  the  contract  was  exe- 
cuted in  her  business,  or  for  the 
benefit  of  her  separate  estate,  nor 
te  it  necessary  to  ask  judgment 
charging  hsx  separate  estate,  but 
the  complaint  may  be  framed  as 
if  defendant  was  a  fem$  ioU;  and 
ii  coverture  is  interposed  as  a  de- 
fense, testimony  proving  the  con- 
tract to  be  enforceable  against  a 
ferns  covert  is  proper  in  rep^. 
(JSwragt.  BtaplM,  51  If.  F.  R, 
19^) 

6.  An  objection  to  the  Joinder  of  a 
maker  and  a  guarantor  of  a  pro- 
missory note,  as  partiea  defendant, 
is  waived  by  an  omission  to  raise 
it  by  demurrer  or  answer,  and  can- 
not be  raised  upon  the  trial,  and  a 
several  judgment  may  be  rendered 
against  either.    {Id,) 

1\  Where  a  complaint  in  an  action 
to  recover  moneys  had  and  re- 
ceived by  defendants  for  plaintiff's 
use  sets  forth  a  cause  of  action 
which  entitles  i^intiff  to  a  judg- 
ment, without  regard  to  the  char- 
Ikcter  or  nature  of  defendant's 
employment,  alle^tions  therein 
showing  that  sucn  employment 
was  of  a  fiduciary  character,  are 
are  not  issuable,  and  where  no 
order  of  arrest  has  been  issued,  a 
direction  in  the  Judgment  in  such 
actk>n  authorizmg  its  enforcement 
by  execution  against  the  person 
of  defendant  is  error.  (Prouty 
agt  8wift,  51  JT.  T,  R,  594.) 

8.  The  pleadings  relate  to  the  time  of 
the  commencement  of  the  action. 
Evidence  of  facts  tranq>iriqg»  or 
of  a  defense,  in  whole  or  in  part, 
occurring,  titev  the   commence- 


ment of  an  action,  and  issue  ioined 
therein,  can  only  be  received  upon 
and  in  support  of,  a  supplemental 
answer,  put  in  by  leave  of  the 
court  (HaU  agt.  ulney.  65  Barb.. 
27.) 

9.  Proof  of  payment  to  the  sheriff, 
after  the  oommencepient  of  an 
action  for  the  recovery  of  a  debt, 
and  issue  Joined  therein,  of  a  Dart 
of  such  debt,  by  the  defenoant 
therein,  under  section  293  of  the 
Code,  and  of  the  u)plication  there^ 
of  upon  an  execution  in  his  hands, 
issued  against  the  plaintiff,  is 
simply  proof  of  payment,  and 
should  be  pleaded.    {Id.) 

10.  In  an  action  by  a  town,  to  compel 
the  surrender  and  cancellation  of 
bonds  purporting  to  have  been 
issued  by  it,  the  defendants  insis- 
ted that  the  want  of  notice  of  any  * 
defect  in  the  bonds,  and  the«ex- 
istence  of  good  faith  in  the  pur- 
chase, having  been  set  up  in  the 
answer,  and  in  response  to  the 
allegations  in  the  complaint,  and 
no  proof  having  been  given  on  the 
subject,  the  answer  must  be  taken 
as  true,  and  the  defendants  must 
be  treated  as  bana  Jlde  holders 
without  notice.  Held,  that  this 
rule  of  eaulty  pleading  could  not 
be  applied,  under  the  Code.  {The 
Town  of  Venice  agt.  Breed,  6^ 
Barb.,  m.) 

11.  Since  the  Code,  the  allegations  in 
the  answer  are  to  be  treated  either 
as  a  denial  of  the  allegations  of 
Uie  complaint,  or  as  matter  of 
afBrmatlve  defense.  If  the  allega- 
tion in  the  complaint  is  not  proved, 
the  defendant  gets  the  benefit  of 
the  denial  by  forcing  the  plaintiff 
to  attempt  proof  of  me  fact 
alleged;  and  if  it  is  not  made,  Uie 
defendant  has  the  right  to  dalm 
tiiathis  allegation  is  established. 
When  the  uiswer  sets  up  matter 
by  way  of  affirmative  defense,  he 
must  prove  it,  or  he  gets  no  bene- 
fit from  it    {Id.) 

12.  The  Code  does  not  authorize  a 
recovery  when  the  compkint  al- 
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legeB  facts  showing  a  cause  of 
action  in  tort  by  proving  upon 
title  trial  the  cause  of  action  in 
contract    (Degraw  agt  Elmore^  60 

K  r.  it,  1.) 

18.  Where,  in  an  action  upon  a 
promissory  note,  the  answer 
alleges  foots  sufl9cient  to  constitute 
a  defense  for  want  of  considera- 
tion or  for  a  recoupment  of  dama- 
ges, it  is  not  necessaiy  for  defend- 
ant to  state  which  he  will  rely 
upon;  and  if  he  so  states^  he* will 
not  be  precluded  from  msisting 

Xn  any  defense  which  the  facts 
ged  will  justify.  It  is  the  facts 
alleged  which  constitute  the  de- 
fense, and  whether  or  not  it  is 
called  by  the  right  name  is  imma- 
terial. (Springer  agt  Dwyer^  50 
iT.  T.R,  19.) 


POLICE  JU8TI0B8,  NEW  YORK. 

1.  The  convention  or  board  of  police 
Justices  of  New  York,  organized 
under  the  act  of  I860,  in  appoint- 
ing and  removing  clerks,  does  not 
act  as  a  court  to  be  restrained,  nor 
their  proceedings  reviewed  by 
writ  of  prohibition.  (Matter  of 
DowUnfff  ante,  7.) 


PRACTICE. 

1.  Upon  the  trial  by  a  Jury  of  issues 
settled  in  an  equit^r  action,  the 
court  has  no  authority  to  nonsuit 
plaintiff.  The  junr  must  find  up- 
on the  issues,  and  their  finding 

'  must  be  presented  to  the  court 
upon  the  final  hearing.  If  proof 
is  necessary  to  establish  facts  not 
admitted  in  the  pleadings  or  found 
by  the  Jury,  such  proof  must  then 
be  ^ven.  The  court  using  the 
findmgs  of  the  Jury  for  its  infor- 
mation, finds  the  facts  and  decides 
the  law  substantially  as  if  all  the 
issues  had  been  regularly  tried 
before 'it,  and  exoepuons  may  be 
taken  in  the  sariie  manner  as  if 


the  case  had  been  so  tried,  and 
findings  not  thus  excepted  to, 
cannot  be  questioned  upon  appeal 
to  this  court  (BMuU  agt  Plil^ 
terwn,  51  N,  T,  R,  4a) 

2.  Where  evidence  has  been  pro- 
perly received,  the  party  aeaiost 
whom  it  hat  been  introduced,  has 
no  absolute  rig^  to  have  it  strick- 
en out  when  its  effect  has  been 
destroyed  by  other  evidence.  The 
proper  practice  upon  a  jury  trial 
IS  lor  such  par^  to  request  the ' 
court  to  charge  that  such  evidence 
is  not  to  be  considered  by  them, 
and  in  case  of  refusal  he  will 
have  a  good  exception.  (Qawtij 
agt  Ihane,  51  N.  Y.  R^  84) 

8.  Questions  relating  to  matters  of 
practice,  affecting  the  regularity 
of  such  proceedings,  cannot  be 
reviewed  collaterally  in  another 
action.    (Van  Deumn  agt  Sweet 

61  jf,  r. -a,378.) 

4.  An  order,  vacating  an  order  of 
discontinuance  without  costs  un- 
less the  plaintiff  shall  pay  the 
defi^dant^s  attomey*s  costs,  en- 
tered pendente  Uie  on  the  stipula- 
tion A  the  plaintiff,  his  attorney, 
and  the  defendant,  who  was  insol- 
vent, after  notice  flrom  defendant's 
attorney  forbiddmg  discontinuance 
without  payment  of  his  costs, — 
J^My  to  be  proper  relief  on  motion 
and  affirmed.  ( Wermer  agt  (kmo- 
wn  7  Lane.^  86.) 

5.  Except  as  between  the  parties  to 
an  action,  it  is  discontinued  CMily 
upon  entry  of  the  order  therefor. 
(Id.) 

6.  Notice  of  claim  for  costs  b^re 
entry  of  the  order  is  in  time,  no 
value  having  been  paid  for  stipu- 
lating to  discontinue*    (Id.) 

7.  Suprem^e  court  rule  40,  which 
provides  that  neither  party,  where 
a  feigned  issue  has  been  tried, 
shall  question  the  ruling  at  the 
final  hearing  or  subsequently,  un. 
less'he  has  moved  for  a  new  trial. 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 


575 


Digest 


does  not  piechide  the  court,  where 
the  case  is  brought  on  for  final 
hearing,  firom  rejecting  the  verdict 
and  omering  a  new  trial  ex  mero 
iMftu^  or  firom  deciding  the  ques- 
tion of  fistct  for  itselC  (j5h»<m  agt. 
aiff<yrd,  7  Law,,  46.) 

8.  And  the  court  may,  likewise, 
accept  the  verdict  upon  the  ihcts 
found,    (/d) 

9.  Qoestions  of  law  decided  on  ap- 
peal from  a  verdict  rendered  on  a 
feigned  issue,  are  resjwUeaia  in 
the  action.    (Id) 

10.  Where,  in  an  action  alleging  that 
by  agreement  at  the  execution  and 
delivery  of  an  absolute  deed  it  was 
taken  as  mere  security,  a  feigned 
issue,  presenting  the  question 
whether  the  de^  was  made  and 
executed  as  security,  was  tried, 
and  the  jury  found  amrmatively, — 
EM,  that  the  finding  was  substan- 
tially that  the  agreement  averred 
in  ue  complaint  had  been  made. 
(Id.) 

11.  An  objection  does  not  lie  on  ap- 
peal because  a  judgment  gives  the 
relief  intended  more  minutel  v  than 
specified  in  the  decision,  if  the 
relief  is  not  enlarged.  (Applegate 
agt  Minw,  7  Lans,^  69.) 

13.  Reversal  by  the  general  term  of 
an  order  denying  a  motion  in  the 
county  court  to  set  aside  proceed- 
ings does  not,  without  an  order  to 
that  effect,  set  them  aside.  (IGUer 
agt  Adams  7  Lans.,  181.) 

18.  No  request  having  been  made  on 
the  trial  to  submit  a  controverted 
fact  to  the  jury,  it  becomes  the 
province  of  the  court  to  determine 
Uie  fact,  and  its  decision  is  final. 
{ExeMar  Mrelnwranee  Co,  agt 
BoyaL  Ins,  Oo,,  7  Lam,,  18a) 

14.  Where  a  charge  to  the  juiy  con- 
nders  the  testimony  only  on  one 
side,  and  the  counsel  for  the  other 
side  objects,  without  requesting  a 
charge  upon  the  remaining  testi- 


mony, he  has  no  benefit  from  the 
exception.  (Magoveming  agt  Sta- 
ple^  7  Lan$,y  219.) 

15.  Where  an  action  is  brought  in 
equity  and  the  demand  is  for  purely 
equitable  relief,  the  trial  of  ques- 
tions of  &ct  by  the  court  is  in  its 

'  discretion.  (Beaifard  agt  Marquis, 
7  Lam,,  249.) 

16.  A  defendant  has  no  absolute  rip;ht 
to  a  preliminary  order  settUng 
issues  in  an  action  for  equitable 
relief  to  be  tried  by  a  jury.  A  re- 
fusal to  grant  such  an  order  does 
not  nece£arily  deprive  the  defend- 
ant of  his  ri^ht  to  such  trial.  If 
he  has  that  ri^ht,  and  the  cause  is 
brought  to  tnal  before  the  court 
without  a  jury,  the  defendant  may 
then  object,  and  it  will  be  the  du^ 
of  the  court  to  order  the  cause  to 
be  tried  by  a  junr.  K  the  court 
refiise  so  to  do,  defendant's  remedy 
ia  by  appeal  from  judgment  (Col- 
man  agt  Diaxm,  50  Jy.  T,  iJ.,672.) 

17.  Where,  uponi^peal  to  this  court, 
from  an  order  granting  a  new  trial 
in  an  equity  case,  the  order  is 
aflirmed  and  judgment  absolute 
ordered  against  appellant  **  with- 
out costs  to  either  party,"  this  dis- 
poses of  all  the  costs  in  the  action, 
and  an  insertion  by  respondent  of 
costs  in  the  judgment  entered  upon 
the  remittitur  is  irregular.  (Patien 
agt  Sm,  50  M  r.  R,  591.) 

18.  A  motion  to  correct  the  judgment 
is  the  proper  remedy.  Whether 
an  appeal  from  the  judgment  is 
proper  in  such  case,  qtiere.    (Id) 

19.  A  judgment  should  not  be  set 
aside  on  account  of  an  improper 
taxation  of  costs,  or  a  taxation 
without  notice.  A  rea^ustment 
should  be  ordered,  and  the  amount 
of  reduction,  if  any,  be  deducted 
fit>m  the  Judgment  ( Waison  agt. 
Oardmer  [Mem,],  50  N,  T,  R,  671.) 

20.  There  is  no  authority,  in  law,  for 
the  taking  of  exceptions,  except 
upon  the  decision  of  questions  of 
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law;  excepting,  also,  the  exceptions 
to  the  flndinffB  of  the  Judge  or 
referee  upon  tne  law  contaii^  in 
his  repoit,  in  the  decision  of  a 
cause,  taken  within  ten  days  after 
notice  of  thejudsment,  pursaant 
to  section  268  oi  the  Code;  and 
excepting,  also,  that  cla«  of  ex- 
ceptions required  or  allowed  by 
the  former  practice  in  equify  to 
the  reports  of  masters  in  chancery, 
in  taking  and  stating  acoonnts, 
and  otherwise.  (OmrpM  ngt.  The 
8iaim  Idand  BaOroaA  Opl,  65 
Bmrb.,  82.) 

21.  If  a  party  desires  to  have  ques- 
tions of  fkct  passed  upon  by  the 
referee,  so  as  to  present  questions 
of  law  upon  the  finding  or  refusal 
to  find  m  accordance  therewith, 
upon  which  he  can  base  excep- 
tions, he  should  make  such  re- 
quest to  the  referee  before  the  sub- 
mission of  the  cause  to  him;  and 
then,  if  the  referee  does  not  comply 
wiUi  such  request,  the  party  can 
except  to  his  nnding  or  refusal  to 
find  or  decide  as  requested,  with- 
in ten  days  after  notice  of  the 
Judgment    (Id.) 

22.  Such  exceptions  will  then  have 
the  same  force  as  the  like  excep- 
tions to  the  refusal  of  a  Judge,  at 
the  circuit,  to  charge  as  requested. 
(Id.) 

28.  But  when  the  referee  has  omitted, 
in  bis  report,  to  make  such  find- 
ings as  will  give  force  or  point  to 
the  exceptions,  the  paiW  may 
still,  after  notice  of  the  Judgment, 
and  while  the  rifht  to  tiuie  excep- 
tions to  the  findui^  of  the  referee 
in  liis  report  remams,  applv  to  the 
court  to  send  the  case  back  to  the 
referee,  to  pass  specifically  upon 
such  questions,  or  to  resettle  his 
report    (/d) 

24  In  such  case,  the  entry  of  Judg- 
ment should  be  stayed,  or  the 
time  to  except  extended,  until  the 
i^[>plication  is  disposed  ot    (/(I) 


25.  The  proTlskm,  hi  rAle  41,  that 
*'  the  Judge  or  reforee  shall,  at  the 
time  of  settling  the  case  or  exeep-  • 
tions,  find  on  such  other  questions 
of  fact  as  may  be  required  tiy 
either  party  and  may  be  material 
to  the  issue,**  relates  to  questions 
of  fact,  only;  and  this  rule,  as 
well  as  the  proviso  in  section  268 
of  the  Ck>de,  that  the  Judge,  in 
settling  the  case,  **diall  bnefly 
specify  the  &cts  found  by  him, 
and  ma  conclusions  of  law,**  are 
simply  directory,  and  do  not 
authorize  the  Judge  or  ref)»ree  to 
insert  in  the  case  new  exceptions, 
or  exceptions  not  in  fact  taken, 
when  the  Judge  could  not  accede 
to  the  request    (ici) 

26.  li  M0I9M  that  this  proviso  In  section 
268,  inserted  therein  in  1851,  was 
virtually  repealed  by  the  provision 
inserted  in  section  267.  in  1860, 
directing  that  **  the  decision  of  a 
Judge  s^ill  be  in  writing;  and  shall 
contain  a  statemeitt  ^  the  facts 
found,  and  conclusions  of  law 
separately,**  precisely  as  is  required 
of  referees  by  section  270  as 
amended  hi  1857.    (Id.) 

27.  This  provision  is  imperatltB,  and 
compliance  with  it  is  essential  to 
the  regularity  of  a  report  either 
by  a  Judge  or  referee.    (Id^ 

28.  Where,  upon  the  settlement  of  a 
case,  before  a  referee,  the  defend- 
ant*s  counsel  requested  the  referee 
to  find,  in  respect  to  a  lazge  num- 
ber of  specified  questioKis  of  fact, 
and  upon  the  refusal  of  the  refisree 
to  do  so,  the  counsel  excepted,  and 
such  requests  and  exceptions  were 
contained  in  the  case;  Mci,  that 
such  exceptions  were  of  no  validity 
and  were  not  properly  before  the 
court,  on  appeal  from  (he  Judg- 
ment Xld.) 

2d.  A  decision,  on  the  trial  of  a 
question  of  fact  by  the  cooijt, 
which  does  not  aothorice  a  final 
Judgment,  but  directs  further  pro- ' 
ceecungs  before  a  refcree,or  ouier- 
wise,  18  precisdy  the  dedsioB  de- 
scribed ia section  268of  theCode, 
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as  amended  in  1807,  anthorldnj^  a 
party  to  move  for  a  new  tnal, 
upon  a  case  or  ezeeptions.  (Stan- 
Urn  agt  Mia&r,  65  A»rb.,  58.) 

80.  The  facts  fonnd  by  a  jndge,  and 
incorporated  in  the  record  of 
ludgment,  must  stand  as  the  flnd- 
inffs  in  the  case,  and  neither  a 
Judge  nor  a  referee  can  find  facts 
contradictory  thereto.  (Pm^Betan 
agt  Eughm,  65  Barb,,  186.) 

81.  If  such  findings  are  erroneous, 
application  must  be  made  to  the 
court  to  send  them  ba6k  for  cor- 
rection.   (Id.) 

88.  The  only  findings  that  a  judge 
or  referee  can  make,  at  the  time 
of  settling  ^e  case  or  exceptions, 
are  findings  in  addition  to  those 
previously  found,  and  not  in  con- 
tradiction thereof.    (Id,) 

88.  There  is  nothing  in  the  provisions 
of  the  Revised  Statutes  relating  to 
a  discovery  of  books  and  papers, 
that  authorizes  tlie  insertion,  in  the 
order,  of  the  consequences  of  not 
obeying  it  (Bice  agt  Bhie,  65 
Jftiri.,185.) 

84.  But  rule  16  of  the  supreme 
court  (now  rule  20)  provides  that 
the  order  shall  dedare  the  conse- 
quences of  an  omission  to  compty 
with  the  same;  and  although  there 
is  no  authority  in  the  provisions 
of  the  Code  rdating  to  aiscovery, 
for  inserting  that  provision  in  the 
rale,  yet  the  ins^tion  of  such  a 
dause  in  an  order  for  discovery 
cannot  effect  its  vaHdi^;  the 
clause  being  entirely  harmless. 
(Id,) 

85.  If  the  faiaertion  at  saoh  a  pro- 
vision, in  an  order  for  disooVery, 
could  effect  its  validity,  rule  20  is 
confirmed  and  legalized  by  section 
18  of  chapter  409  of  the  Laws  of 
1870.    (ll) 

86.  Parties  who  have  procured  the 
insertion  in  an  order,  of  a  pro- 
vision giving  leave  to  apply  to 


another  Judge  for  an  order  to 
show  cause  why  such  order  has 
not  been  complied  with,  cannot  be 
heard  to  complain  of  it  afterward. 
(Id) 

87.  Where  the  defendant(  in  an  ac- 
«  tion  for  libel,  dies,  before  final 
Judgment,  the  plaintiff  is  not 
entSled  to  an  order  continuing  the 
action  against  the  executor  oi  the 
deceasea  defendant,  for  the  reason 
that  the  cause  of  action  does  not 
survive  or  continue.  (More  agt. 
BenneO,  65  Barb.,  888.) 

88w  An  instractioii  by  the  court  in 
its  diargetothe  Jurytodisregnrd 
evidence  on  the  trial,  is  equivaieiit 
to  striking  out  And  when  if 
appears  that  notwithstanding  such 
an  instruction,  or  when  evulence 
is  stricken  out  on  motion,  it 
appears  that  it  may  have  operated 
upon  the  minds  of  the  lury,  the 
verdict  ought  to  be  set  aside.  To 
hold  that  it  must  be  made  to 
i4>pear  that  it  did  infiuence  the 
Jury  would  be,  in  many  cases, 
to  require  an  impossibili^.  The 
presumption  should  be  that  the 
jury  acted  only  upon  the  l^gal  evi- 
dence submitted  to  them,  and  not 
upon  that  which  they  have  been 
told  not  to  regard,  or  which  has 
been  stricken  from  the  case.  (Oar- 
fiddt^  Kirk,  ^  Barb,,  464.) 

80.  Exceptions  to  findings  of  fact 
are  not  authorized,  nor  even  con- 
templated by  the  Code.  The  ex- 
cepuons  must  be  to  the  conclu- 
sions of  law  only.    (Id) 

40c  Although  remarks  were  made  by 
the  Judge,  in  his  charge  to  the 
Jury,  that,  standing  alone,  could 
not  be  approved;  yet,  if  the  gene- 
ral bearing  and  scope  of  the  charge 
was  right,  and  the  erroneous  re- 
martu  did  not  do  any  injury  to  the 
unsuccessfiil  party,  the  court  wUl 
not  set  aside  the  verdict  for  that 
cause.  (Shrader  agt  Bonher,  66> 
Barb,,  608.) 
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41.  A  mistake  of  the  court,  in  placing 
the  admission  of  evidence  on  an 
untenable  ground,  is  not  sufficient 
reason  for  rerersing  the  Judgment 
{BaM  agt  Mtnare,  66  Barb.,  687.) 


PRINCIPAL  AND  AOSNT. 

1.  It  M0fiM,  that  where  the  plaintiff 
has  fVillj  ratified  a  settlement  and 
dischaigo  made  bj  his  agent  of  a 
claim  against  another,  in  favor  of 
the  plamtiff,  the  debtor  is  dis- 
charged therefrom  and  the  plaintiff 
is  bound,  whether  the  agent  had 
authority  to  make  such  s^ement 
and  discharge  or  not  (Oraham 
agt  Selov&r,  ante,  107.) 


PROBATE  OF  WILL. 

1.  Service  of  citations  to  probate  of 
a  will  before  the  surrogate  by  a 
party  interested,  is  legal  and  valid. 
[WOmore  agt  JPiiirk$r,  7  Lam.,  121.) 


PROMISSORY  NOTES. 

1.  The  defense  that  a  note  was  ob- 
tained by  unlawful  duress  is  avail- 
able to  the  surety,  who  united  in 
executing  it  (tngemod  agt  Bot, 
65  Bofi^,,  846.) 

2.  A  written  instrument  which  reads 
as  follows  is,  in  substance,  a  prom- 
issory note,  to  wit: 

**|12,000. 

**  Sak  Francisco,  FAfrwvry  2, 1865. 

**Qn  demand,  at  8  o*clock  p.  m.  of 
of  that  day  (no  grace),  for  value 
received  in  legu  tender  notes 
issued  by  the  government  of  the 
United  States,  I,  George  N.  Fer- 
guson, promise  to  pay  Alexander 
Gamble,  or  order,  $12,000,  with 
interest  from  date  at  the  rate  of 
two  per  cent  per  month  until  paid, 
payable  monthly;  both  principal 
and  interest  payid)le  in  me  l^al 


tender  notes  issued  by  the  govem- 
ment  of  the  United  States. 
[U.  8.  Int  Rev.  Stamp.] 

G.  N.  FERGUSON." 
(KeiSiy  agt  Fsrgiuon,  ante,  411.) 

8.  SM,  that  the  instrument  sued  oa 
was  a  promissory  note,  and  that 
as  such,  it  was  negotiable  and 
transferable  by  indorsement  Al- 
so hddy  that  the  plaintiffs  were  not 
to  be  regarded  as  having  any  better 
rights  on  this  paper  tium  the  payee, 
b^use  they  took  it  after  maturity 
and  as  coUateral  security  merely 
for  a  prior  indebtedness,  and  there- 
fore, took  it  subject  to  the  same 
defenses  which  defendant  might 
have  set  up  against  Gamble,  if  the 
action  had  been  brought  by  lum. 
(HL) 

4.  But  the  uncontradicted  testimony 
of  the  defendant  showed  that  Gam- 
ble himself  had  taken  the  note  as 
collateral  security  merely^  for  the 
repayment  of  a  loan.  This  was 
competent,  and  received  without 
objection.  Any  instrument,  al- 
though absolute  on  its  face,  may 
be  shown,  by  parol,  to  be  a  securfty 
only.  The  plaintiflh,  therefore, 
could  not  rightfully  recover  any- 
thing beyond  the  extent  of  Gam- 
ble's interest,  which  amounted  to 
the  sum  of  $6,000  in  gold,  and 
interest    (IcL) 


PUBLIC  OFFICES. 

1.  It  is  an  old  and  well  settled  prin- 
ciple that  no  person  can  hold  in- 
compatible offices.  (Pfopls  agt. 
Green,  ante,  160.) 

2.  Offices  are  said  to  be  incompatible 
and  inconsistent  so  as  to  be  execu- 
ted!^ the  same  pmon:  1st  When, 
ttom  the  multiplicity  of  business 
in  them,  they  cannot  be  executCKl 
with  care  and  ability;  or,  2d. 
When,  their  being  subordinate  and 
interfering  with  each  other,  it  in- 
duces a  presumption  that  they 
cannot  be  executed  with  impar- 
tiality and  honesty.    (Jd,) 
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8.  Itbfts  been  invariably  held  that 
the  incumbent  of  two  offices  which 
boie  no  relation  subordinating  one 
to  the  other  were  not  incompati- 
ble.   (Id,) 

4  The  f0{a/lc?r,l)7  accepting  the  office 
of  member  of  assmbly,  did  not 
thereby  vacate  his  office  of  d^fnUy 

,  clerk  (ff  the  special  eessioTis;  the  two 
offices  were  not  incompatible.  (Id,) 

5.  A  mandamtu  to  compel  the  comp- 
troller to  pay  the  relator's  salary 
during  the  months  he  acted  as 
memlMBT  of  assembly,  ordered.  {Id.) 


Q. 

QUESTIONS  OF  LAW  AND 
FACT. 

1.  Where  the  terms  of  acontract  are 
undisputed,  the  question  as  to  the 
nature,  extent  and  efRBCt  thereof, 
and  of  the  interest  of  the  parties 
thereto,  is  to  be  determined  i)y  the 
contract,  and  is  a  question  of  law 
for  the  court  (ChwU  agt  QUe.  51 
if.  T.  R,  4«1.) 


R 

RAILROADS. 

See  In  juNonoK. 

Dinemore  agt  AUantie  and  Fao^ 
R  R  6b.,  ante,  198. 


REAL  ESTATE  BROKERS. 

1.  Real  estate  brokers,  employed  as 
middle-men,  to  bring  purchasers 
together  to  enable  them  to  make 
their  own  bargain,  may  charge 
commissions  to  both  parties. 
(Siegel  agt  Otndd,  7  Lane,,  177.) 

2,  They  are  not  agents  to  buy  and 
sen,  and  not  within  the  rule  which 
prohibits  their  acting  without  con- 
sent as  agent  for  both  buyer  and 
seUer.    (Jd) 


RECEIPT. 

1.  A  receipt  for  money,  though  it 
be  stated  to  be  in  full  of  the  debt 
or  demand  upon  which  it  is  re- 
ceived, may  be  contradicted  or 
explained  by  parol  evidence. 
(anoard^  MorUm,  65  Air6.,161.) 

2.  A  receipt  for  the  note  of  a  third 
person  is  explainable,  unless  it  be 
stated  in  it  that  it  is  received  in 
full  payment  of  the  debt  or  de- 
mand on  which  it  is  to  be  applied. 
(Id,) 


RECEIVER 

1.  An  assignment  running  in  the 
name  of  J.  P.,  receiver,  Ac.,  and 
signed  **  J.  P.,  receiver,'*  contained 
a  covenant  that  the  assigned 
claims  were  due  and  unpaid.  Heid, 
that  J.  P.'s  intention  was  to  cove- 
nkni  officially,  not  individually. 
iJAmngeUm  agt  Petliffrew,  7  Lane,, 

2.  Otherwise  the  intent  to  make  a 
personal  covenant  should  have 
been  expressed.    (Id,) 


REDEMPTION. 

See  SuiocABT  Pboosbdings. 

Orattfordi^  Watere,  ante,2\0, 

1.  The  redemipUoncfUmd^yyjK judg- 
ment debtor,  sold  on  execution 
against  hini,  is  governed  by  the 
statute.  (^R  8.  [JSkkn,  ed,],  884, 
g  46,)  (JBlewor^  agt  Muldo<m, 
ante,  240.)  * 

2.  And  it  is  no  valid  objection  to 
such  redemption  that  the  Judg- 
ment debtor  had.  subsequent  to 
the  sale,  conveyed  the  premises  to 
a  receiver,  appointed  for  the  benefit 
of  his  creaitora  Such  a  convey- 
ance, in  its  nature,  creates  a  trust 
for  creditors.  Subject  to  the  exe- 
cution of  the  trust  the  reversion 
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belongs  to  the  execution  debtor, 
and  he  has  sufficient  interest  to 
redeem.    (Id,) 

8.  The  statute  gives  the  right  of  re- 
demption to  an  execution  debtor, 
irrespective  of  tlie  situation  of  the 
title.  (The  d&smon  m  Htuted  aft 
DcJdn^  17  Abb,y  187,  dm/pprcwdL) 
(Id.) 

4.  A  sale  of  land  under  an  execution 
is  not  conclusive  against  the  exe- 
cution debtor  before  the  expira- 
tion of  one  year  from  the  sale. 
(2  &  A,  870.)    (Id,) 

See  Ohattbl  MoRTGAeB. 

HaUtead  agt  BwofU^  arUe^  880. 

5.  Proof  was  made  in  ^ectment  that 
an  affidavit  on  a  creditor's  re- 
demption of  real  estate  from  exe- 
cution sale  was  presented  to  the 
sheriff,  of  search  in  the  coonty, 
clerk's  office  for  the  redemption 
papers,  where  thej  were  not  found, 
and  of  the  probable  destruction  of 
such  papers.  Eddy  there  bei^ 
no  distinct  objection  to  the  suffi- 
ciency of  the  search,  that  a  copy 
of  the  affidavit  waa  propedy  re- 
ceived in  evidence.  (Bke  agt 
Dowf,  7  Lane,,  898.) 

6.  The  redemption  is  not  invalid,  at 
least  as  respects  the  debtor,  if  one 
of  several  judgments,  under  which 
the  creditor  purports  to  have  re- 
deemed is  properly  certified  to 
the  sheriff.    (Id) 

7.  And  an  affidavit  proceedings  upon 
all  the  judgments,  but  staluix  the 
amount  due  on  eadi,  is  sufficient 
to  support  redemption,  under  the 
one  judgment  properly  certified. 
(Id) 


8.  And  to  redeem,  fromlhe^redeon- 
ing  creditor,  the  judgments  im- 
>roperly  authenticated  would  not 
>e  entitled  to  payment    (Id) 


g: 


9.  An  affidavit  thai  the  affiant  ^  is 
the  person  to  whon  the  above 
sevenl  deecribed  judgments  ave 


asrigned.  and  tliat  the  same  are 
true  copies  of  the  original  assign- 
ments of  such  judgments,"  that  he 
**  carefully  compued  them  with 
such  original  assignments,  and 
that  they  are  true  copies  of  such 
original  assignments^^  proved  by 
copy,  the  original  bdng  lost, — 
Heldy  a  sub^mtial  complianoe 
with  the  statute.    (Id) 


10.-  The  sheriff's  certificate  of  redemp- 
tion hsprimafaeie  evidence  of  the 
facts  stated  i^  it    (B,) 

11.  The  regularity  (A  the  proceed- 
ings to  r^eem  may  be  presumed 
from  recitals  in  the  sheriff 's  deed. 
(Id.) 

13.  An  orighial  sheriff's  certiflcale 
of  redemption,  proved  by  copy  on 
the  trial  as  lost,  mav  be  used  as 
evidence  upon  appeaL    (Id) 

18.  A  redemption  not  made  '*  on  or 
after  the  kst  dav  of  the  fifteen 
months"  held  valid,  although  not 
made  **in  the  county  in  which 
the  sale  took  place."    (Id) 

14  The  homestead  exemption  met 
does  not  affect  the  rights  of  cre- 
ditors to  redeem  firom  execution 
sales  made  under  judgments  dodc- 
^ed  prior  to  the  record  of  the  no- 
tice of  exemptioiL   (A) 


RBFSREBa 

1.  A  reibree  has  po^er  to  give  judg- 
ment for  the  plaintiff  upon  the 
pleadings  where  the  answ^  does 
not  contain  &ct8  constituting  a 
defense,  {^vjfler  agt  SmiA^  51 
X.  T,  ^,,909.) 


it  «iH>eaied  that  while  a 
ft.penoing  before  a  refiiree. 


8.  IfhsKi 
case  was- 

who  was'  a  practidnff  attorney, 
the  pli4ntiff  employed  him  to  pro- 
seeule  and  ooU^  twa  several  de- 
mands against  o^er  paqtiea,  on 
one  of  which  he  brous^t  an  action 
and  the  other  remained  in  his 
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hands,  unprosecuted,  tit  the  time 
he  made  bis  report,  which  was  in 
&yor  of  the  jplaintiJS;  Jidd^  that 
without  inquiring  whether  the 
decision  of  the  referee  was  or  was 
not  affected  favorably  to  the  plain- 
tiff by  his  retainer  in  sach  other 
matters,  the  rule  should  be  inflexi- 
ble that  such  a  retainer  by  a  party 
would,  ipwJactOy  avoid  the  report 
of  a  referee.  (Stebbins  agt.  Brawny 
00  Barb.,  272.) 

3.  When  evidence,  offered  before  a 
referee  is  objected  to,  he  should 
decide  the  question  as  to  its  ad- 
missibility, at  the  time  the  evi- 
dence is  offered.  He  cannot  re- 
serve that  question  and  decide  it 
on  the  final  disposition  of  the 
oaose.  (Wag tier  agt.  Finch,  65 
Barb.y  ^3.) 

4  The  parties  are  entitled  to  have 
such  questions  passed  upon  at  the 
time  they  are  raised,  so  that  they 
can  govern  themselves  in  the  fur- 
ther trial  of  the  cause,  in  the  light 
of  and  in  reference  to  such  de- 
cision.   (Id.) 


RELIGIOUS  CORPORATIONS. 

Alegar  Preabyterian  Ch,  agt  Pre9- 
byterian  Oh..,  5<4  At., ante, 812. 


S. 
SALE. 

1.  Where  objections  are  made  to  the 
title  of  real  estate  in  consequence 
of  certain  defects  in  the  proceed- 
ings, and  on  reference  thev  are 
found  to  be  well  taken,  and  it  is 
impossible  to  cure  them,  the  sale 
should  be  rescinded  and  the  pttr- 
diaser  rehnbursed.  (Pa^rmn  agt 
Pasrwen,  ante,  885.) 

2.  In  an  addon  to  set  aside  a  mort- 
gage sale  upon  the  ground  of  fraud 
In  the  manner  of  nwking  the  sale, 
a  dnwarrer  to  the  oomplahit,  inter- 


posed upon  the  groimd  that  the 
complaint  contains  no  allegation 
that  the  plaintiffs  tendered  back 
the  money  realized  upon  the  fore- 
dosure  sale,  cannot  be  sustained. 
(DusenJmry  agt  Dtisenbury,  ante, 
417.) 

8.  When  sale  has  been  made  under 
judgment  recovered  in  foreclosure 
proceedings,  it  will  not  be  set  aside 
if  the  mover  has  been  guilty  of 
any  laches.  (Dq>ew  agt.  Dewey, 
ante,  441.) 

4.  If  the  period  prescribed  by  statute 
within  which  an  action  in  equity 
to  redeem  a  m'^rtgage  can  be 
brought  has  expired,  the  court  has 
no  power  to  set  such  sale  aside. 
(Id,) 


SALE  AND  DELIVERY. 

1.  In  an  action  for  alleged  breach  of 
contract  in  defendants  refusing  to 
receive  and  pay  for  certain  goods 
which  the  plaintiffs  contracted  to 
sell  to  them,  subsequently  to  arrive 
in  a  designated  vessel,  in  order  to 
recover  it  is  necessary  for  the 
plaintiffs  to  show  the  delivery  or 
a  readiness  and  offer  to  deliver  the 
whole  quantity  of  gqodB.  (Newberry 
agt  jmmival,  ante,  189.) 

2.  Where  &part  of  the  goods  arrive, 
if  the  defendants,  uiowing  this 
fjEu^t,  accept  it,  this  probabh'  will 
be  a  waiver,  or  if  they  make  no 
objections  to  a  delivery  of  the 
whole  at  that  time,  but  affirma- 
tively refuse  to  receive  them  on 
some  other  ground,  this  probably 
would  constitute  a  waiver  of  de- 
livery of  the  whole.    (Id.) 


SATISPAOnON  OP  JUDG- 
MENT. 

1.  Where  the  judgment  creditor  and 
the  judgment  debtor  in  the  judg- 
ment, agreed  upon  a  compromise 
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of  settlement  of  the  Jadgment,  and 
that  the  Judgmoii  was  agreed  to 
be  tati^fied  on  certahi  specilc  terms 
and  conditions,  and  the  defendant, 
instead  of  complying  with  the 
terms  of  the  sel^ement,  wrong- 
folly,  if  not  fraudulently,  obtain^ 
a  satisfaction-piece,  prepared  and 
executed  by  tne  plaintifi;  and  de- 
posited by  him  with  a  third  par^ 
to  be  delivered  on  defenoant^s 
compl^g  with  said  terms  and 
conmtions  of  settlement,  and  filed 
and  entered  such  satisfkction-piece, 
and  procured  a  dischai^e  of  the 
judgment  (Sloeum  agt  F^reemaiif 
ante,  487.) 

2.  Eddy  that  the  plaintiff  was  enti- 
tled to  have  the  satisfaction-piece 
canceled  and  the  Hen  of  the  Judg- 
ment restored.    (Id,) 


SATISFACTION      OP     MORT- 
GAGE. 

1.  A  resident  acting  truitee^  his  co- 
trustee haying  been  absent  abroad 
for  a  number  of  years,  may  re- 
ceive payment  of  a  mortgage  and 
sign  ana  acknowledge  a  satis- 
f^tion-pieoe  thereof.  And  a  man- 
damus wiU  issue  requirine  the 
register  to  receive  and  file  the 
satisfaction-piece  and  discharge 
the  mortgage.  (Pioople  agt.  8^el, 
ante,  151.) 


SERVICE. 

1.  The  service  of  simimons  by  pub- 
lication in  an  action  for  foreclosure 
under  the  provisions  of  subdivision 
a  of  section  185  of  the  Code,  which 
provides  for  service  upon  unknown 
parties  having  interest  in  the  mort- 
gaged premises^  is  valid  and  bind- 
ing, although  It  appears  that  the 
unknown  party  is  an  infant. 
{Wheelar  agt.  ScuUy  [Mem.],  50  2f. 
J,  B.y  667^ 


SHERIFF. 

See  Attachmbitt. 

QBrim    agt.     Meehanie^    and 

Traderi  Fire  Ins,  €h,,  ante^ 

429. 
Moies  agt.  Waterbwy  Button  €b., 

an«0,  62a 

1.  The  eh&riff  is  not  entitled  to  any 
other  fees  than  those  expressly 
allowed  by  statute.  (OroJkU  agt 
Brandt,  ante,  481.) 

2.  Where  a  Judgment  is  recovered  in 
the  marine  court,  and  a  transcript 
filed  with  the  county  clerk,  sudi 
Judgment  becomes  a  judgment  of 
this  court,  and,  on  an  execution 
issued  thereon,  the  sheriff  is  enti- 
tled to  the  same  fees  as  if  the 
Judgment  was  recovered  therein, 
(id.) 

8.  If  the  execution  had  issued  <ni  the 
Judgment  in  the  marine  court,  no 
greater  poundage  could  be  claimed. 
(Ar  J.  F.  Daly,  J.)    (Id.) 

4.  Fees  on  execution,  poundage,  &c, 
stated.    (Id.) 

5.  In  an  action  to  charge  a  shmff, 
upon  a  recovery  bv  the  plaintiff  as 
defendant  in  replevin,  the  com- 
plaint averring  that  the  suretias 
failed  to  justify  and  no  new  snre- 
ties  were  furnished  (Code  §  210), 
and  *Uhat  the  defendant  became 
liable  therefor,'*  no  denial  oi  the 
averment  being  made  and  no  Ques- 
tion of  liability  by  reason  of  the 
fdlure  of  the  sureties  to  lusti^ 
raised  below,  it  seems  the  aefod- 
ant*s  liabilitV  on  that  ground  is 
conceded.  (Hafheimer  tigL  Oamp- 
bea,7Lani,,lti7,) 

8.  If  the  sureties  turn  out  insufll- 
cient,  the  sheriff  is  liable  under 
section  210  of  the  Code,  hi  like 
manner  as  they  are.    (Id,) 

7.  Failure  of  the  sureties  to  justiiy 
is  satisfactory  evidence  in  an  action 
against  the  sheriff  that  they  were 
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not  qualified,  and  notwithstanding 
their  affidavit  to  the  contrary 
attached  to  the  undertaking.    (let). 

8.  An  agreement  to  disdiarge  the 
sheriff  from  liability  for  non-Justi- 
flcation  of  the  sureties,  upon  his 
delivery  to  the  defendant  of  the 
property  replevined,  is  ill^al  and 
void,    (id,) 

9.  Neglect  of  the  sheriff  to  return 
the  execution  does  not  affect  ri^ts 
acquired  by  purchasers  at  a  sale 
regularly  nuuie  under  it  {PhiUip$ 
agt.  BMffer,  7  Lana,^  847.) 

10.  An  attorney  Issuinff  an  execution 
is  liable  to  the  sheriff  for  his 
poundage  thereon.  Oampbett  agt 
Cathrent  65  Barb,^  084.) 


SLANDER 

1.  In  an  action  for  slandor  in  utter- 
ing words  not  actionable,  |)0f  «0, 
the  plaintiff,  in  order  to  recover, 
must  allege  and  prove  special 
damages,  sxtd  the  special  dam^ffes 
must  be  particularly  stated  in  me 
complaint.  {Bouiu  agt.  Elmore^ 
65  Barb.,  627.) 

2.  An  allegation  in  the  complaint 
that  the  ntlse  and  slanderous  state- 
ments of  the  defendant  greatly 
injured  the  plaintiff,  and  caused 
her  relations  to  slight  and  shun 
her,  does  not  specify  any  pecuniary 
injury  for  which  a  recovery  can 
be  had.    (Id.) 

8.  Where  a  complaint  contains  but 
one  yalid  count,  only  one  slander- 
ous charge  can  be  proved.  Evi- 
dence to  prove  another  conversa- 
tion, in  which  other  and  different 
words  from  those  alleged  in  the 
complaint  were  used,  is  Inadmissi- 
ble.   (Id.) 

4  But  when  the  plaintiff  does  not 
go  beyond  the  words  laid  in  the 
complaint,  he  may  show  that  those 
woras  were  spoken   on  several 


different  occasions,  alth< 
mskj  be  but  one  count  in 
plamt    (Id.) 


there 
ecom- 


5.  Where  the  special  damage  alleged 
was  that  the  plaintiff  was,  by 
reason  of  the  slander,  turned  away 
from  her  uncle's  bouse,  where  she 
resided;  held,  that  if  this  was  tiic 
natural  and  immediate  conse- 
quence of  the  slander,  it  was  such 
pectmiary  damage  as  would  sus- 
tain the  action.    (Id.) 

6.  MM,  aUo,  that  it  was  for  the  jury 
to  say  whether  the  plaintiff  was 
turned  away  from  her  uncle's  on 
account  of  the  slander;  and  that 
that  question  having  been  properly 
submitted  to  them,  and  they  hav- 
ing found  for  the  plaintiff,  the 
court  could  not  disturb  the  ver- 
dict   (Id.) 


SPECIAL  TERMS. 

1.  Although  tpeeial  terms  are  re- 
quired to  be  held  In  the  several 
coundes,  their  Jurisdiction  is  not 
limited  to  cases  arising  in  the 
county  or  even  the  Judicial  district 
in  which  the^r  are  held.  They 
have  Jurisdiction  to  hear  and  de- 
cide motions  from  any  part  of  the 
state.    (Biee  agt.  Ehle,  ante,  158.) 

2.  It  is  competent  for  counsel  to 
agree  to  have  a  motion  heard  and 
decided  at  any  special  term  in  any 
county  in  the  state,  and  the  order 
made  in  it  is  reviewable,  when 
made,  in  a  county  other  than  that 
designated  by  the  Code,  as  if  it 
were  made  in  the  proper  county. 
(Id.) 


SPECIFIC  PERFORMANCE. 

1.  A  bill  in  equity  for  the  specific 
performance  of  a  contract  is  an  ap- 
plication to  the  sound  Judgment 
of  the  court.  (BuHing  ig^.  Kirig, 
ante,  452.) 


SM 


NSW  TOBK  PRiLCnOS  BXPOBXa 


DIgmL 


2.  The  ooort  will  require,  w  ground 
for  granting  relief  in  the  premiees, 
that  the  agreement  sousnt  to  be 
enforced  snail  be  certain  in  its 
terms,  mutual  in  its  character,  fair 
and  just,  founded  on  an  adequate 
consfderatiouyand  be  in  its  nature 
and  circumstances  unol]jectionabIe 
to  a  court  of  equity.    (LL) 


BTATB  CX)URTS. 

1.  An  action  by  an  assignee  in  bank- 
ruptcy, to  set  aside  a  conveyance 
made  by  the  bankrupt,  as  a  fraud 
on  the  bankrupt  act,  is  an  action 
to  enforce  the  law,  of  which  a 
state  court  has  no  Jurisdiction. 
(OUbert  BgL  Prieti,  66  Barb,,  444.) 


STATUTES  OF  LIMITATION. 

1.  In  the  case  of  fraud  clearly  estab- 
lished, a  court  of  equity  is  not 
barred  by  lapse  of  thne  from 
granting  relief  where  the  cause  of 
action  arose  before  the  Reyised 
Statutes.  (Prindle  agt  Beveridff^f 
7  Lan8.y  225.) 

2.  Statutes  of  limitations  contained 
in  the  Revised  Statutes  do  not 
apply  to  causes  of  acUon  or  de- 
feases accruing  before  their  pas- 
sage.   (Id,) 

8.  It  seems  that,  except  as  provided 
by  subdivision  6,  g  91.  of  the  Code, 
actions  for  specMc  relief  in  equity 
are  to  be  brought  within  ten  years. 
(SaUtbury  agt.  Mom,  7  Lan% ,  859.) 

4.  Under  section  101  of  the  Code, 
l>eft}re  1870,  when  the  exception 
for  the  benefit  of.  married  women 
was  stricken  out  l^  amendment, 
their  disability  under  the  statute 
of  limitations  was  not  continued 
after  death  in  behalf  of  their 
estate.     (Dunham    agt.    Sage,  7 

iklTM.,  419.) 

5.  The  failure  of  an  appointment  of 
executors  upon  an  estate  does  not 


•ave  tha  ruaAng  of  the  •taftute  of 


SUMMONS. 

1.  An  action  to  recover  a  statute 
panalty  is  not  an  action  upon  a 
contract  wititdn  the  meaning  of 
section  129  of  the  Code,  and  the 
summons  in  such  an  action  should 
be  in  the  form  prescribed  by  the 
seooBd  subdivision  of  that  aeotaon. 
(MeCoun  agt  W:  T.a  B.  K  Oo., 

50jy;r.  .B.,176.) 

t 

2.  An  action  to  recover  a  penalty 
given  by  statute  is  an  action  on 
contract,  within  the  meaning  of 
section  129  of  the  Code,  and.  the 
summons  should  be  in  the  form 
prescribed  l^  subdividon  1  of  tiiat 
section.    UkOabe  agt.  If,  T,  0,  d 


Hudtom 
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STOCKHOLDERS. 

1.  When  a  jointrstock  operation  has 
been  adjusted  by  the  <tistribution 
of  stock  pro  rata,  aooording  to  the 
interest  paid  for  by  the  parties, 
said  acyustment  cannot  be  dis- 
turbed at  the  instance  of  one  of 
the  stockholders.  {BoodiftLgLDrmD, 
ante,  459.) 

2.  Managers  appointed  in  pursuance 
of  a  jointure  of  interests,  to  con- 
duct the  affairs  of  the  parties 
Joined,  are  liable  for  neglect  or 
muid,  but  the  stockholders  stand 
to  each  other  in  the  relation  of 
co-owners  of  the  property  man- 
aged, and  cannot  be  made  liable 
for  the  acts  of  their  managers. 
{Id.) 


STREETS. 

1.  Where  a  written  omtract  is  en- 
tered into  by  the  contractor  witti 
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tibe  wmfca^  te.,  tor  lenlatiiigand 
grading  a  street,  which  contains 
uie  QMcification  of  the  work  to  be 
done  and  the  inrice  to  be  paid,  not 
indnding  dope*  in  excavation  of 
rock  oatude  of  the  perpendicular 
line  of  the  street,  bat  provides 
**  tkat  in  ease  any  other  work  is 
required  to  be  acme  in  order  to 
cany  oat  the  provisions  of  this 
agreement,  which  is  not  called  for 
in  the  qMdfication,  that  he  will  go 
on  and  do  the  same  without  any 
daim  for  extra  c(»npensation 
therefor,"  the  contractor  cannot 
recover  extra  compensation  for 
SQch  slopes  in  excavation  of  rock. 
{Vforkit  agt  Jfoy^,  <fie.,  If,  Y,, 

4100,116.) 

2.  1st  Because  the  contract  does  not 
call  for  this  work;  and,  2d.  If  the 
contractor  finds  it  easier  or  neces- 
sary to  do  it,  in  fulflUiag  what  the 
contract  does  call  for,  then  it  falls 
within  the  above  provision  for 
otiier  work  to  be  aone  without 
extra  compensadon.    (Id.) 

8.  It  is  competent  for  the  parties  to 
such  a  contract  to  make  it  an  ex- 
ception to  the  usual  contracts  of 
this  kind;  and  whenever  this  is 
done,  the  terms  o^  the  contract 
must  prevaiL  Custom  or  usage 
cannot  be  set  up  against  it,  there 
beinff  nothing  ambiguous  in  It,  nor 
any  mtention  respecting  it  which 
custom  or  usage  should  supply. 
(M) 


SUMMARY  PROCEEDINGS. 

1.  In  order  to  entitle  a  lessee,  mort- 
gM;ee  or  judgment  creditor  to 
rdemn  after  the  landlord  has  re- 
covered possession  of  the  demised 
premises  under  a  warrant  of  dis- 
possession in  summary  proceedings 
under  the  statute,  a  payment  must 
be  made  to  the  huialord  equal  to 
all  the  rent  in  arrear  at  that 
time,  and  all  costs  and  charges  in- 
eorred  by  the  landlord.  Short  of 
this  no  redemption  of  the  forfeited 
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possession  can  be  effected.    (Oram^ 
ford  agt  WateT9,  an*e,  2ia) 

2.  The  statute  does  not  provide  that 
such  required  payment  shall  be 
reduced  oy  so  much  as  the  land- 
lord may  have  received  for  rents 
or  other  income  or  benefit,  during 
ttie  period  of  the  landloiti^s  pos- 
sesion, subsequent  to  the  execu- 
tion of  the  warrant    (Id,) 


SUPPLEMENTARY  PROCEED- 
INQS. 

1.  A  plaintiff's  attorney  received 
money  on  an  «9  parte  order,  in 
prooeedings  supplementary,  from 
one  owing  the  Judgment  debtor, 
having  knowledge  of  a  claim  for 
the  same  money,  and  of  a  suit 
pending  thereon  acahist  the  per- 
son upon  whom  tne  order  was 
made,  out  without  disclosing  these 
facts  to  the  judge;  the  oerson 
owing  had  been  examined  and 
admitted  ihe  indebtedness,  and  the 
ludgment  debtor  swore  that  he 
had  owed,  not  that  he  did  owe 
him.  Judgment  was  recovered  by 
the  claimant,  and  the  defendants 
moved  against  the  attorney  for 
repayment.  Heiid^  on  appeal,  that 
the  motion  was  rightly  granted. 
(Fouier  agt  Low&Mttin^  7  Imm,^ 
167.) 

2.  Eddy  aUOy  that  the  suppression  of 
the  facts  as  mentioned  was  an  im- 
(Position   upon   the   Justice  who 

granted  the  order,  and  that  resti- 
tution was  proper  on  that  ground, 
and,  against  an  attorney,  would 
be  enforced  by  attachment    (/d.) 

8.  The  attorney  having  stated  that 
he  had  paid  over  the  moneys  to 
the  plaintiffs  in  his  action,  he  being 
himself  one  of  ihaoi^ndd^  that 
it  was  no  defense.    (Id,) 

4.  Nor  was  it  a  defense  that  the 
prooeedings  were  taken  for  the 
benefit  of  plaintiff's  assignee,  no 
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daim  of  pftyment  to  the  assignee 
being  made.    (Id.) 


T. 
TAXES  AND  ASSESSMENTS. 

1.  The  commissioners  of  taxes  and 
assessments  in  the  city  of  New 
Tork,  in  estimating  the  valae  of 
the  capital  $toek  of  ws  cUv  raiO/road 
corporaHonif  should  dedact  from 
the  a4aual  talus  of  such  stock: 
1.  The  assessed  value  of  its  real 
estate.  2.  The  value  of  United 
States  stock  owned  by  it  8.  The 
value  of  stock  in.  other  corpora- 
tions ovmed  by  it  (BsapU  agt 
OmMmaiaMrs  ^  Taobtt^  Jo.,  anJU, 
227.) 

2.  After  these  deductions  are  made 
the  provisions  of  the  statutes  di- 
vecting  special  deductions  are  com- 
plied with,  and  it  becomes  the  duty 
of  the  commissioners  to  return  the 
balance  of  the  value  of  the  capital 
stock,  subject  to  assessment    (Id.) 

8.  The  modi  by  which  the  commis- 
sioners are  to  arrive  at  the  a/eiwA 
wiue  of  the  capital  stock  is  not 
pointed  out  in  the  statutes,  and 
the  same  must  be  left  to  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  commissionerB;  but 
they  may  not  disregard  any  l^gal 
rules,  and  adopt  principles  errone- 
ous in  law,  and  where  they  do  that 
their  action  in  fixing  such  value  is 
subject  to  review.  Beyond  that 
the  court  will  not  interfere  with 
such  valuation.    (Id,) 

4.  In  ascertaining  such  value  the 
commissioners  cannot  disregard 
the  fact  of  indebUdnesi.  It  enters 
as  much  into  the  value  of  the  stock 
as  it  does  in  the  assessment  of  the 
personal  estate  of  an  individual. 
The  capital  stock  should  be  valued 
at  what  it  is  actually  worth.  In 
ascertaining  such  value  the  amount 
of  the  indebtedness  of  the  com- 
panv  must  enter  into  the  estimate. 


5.  After  making  doe  allowHnoe  for 
the  indebtedness  of  the  ooipora- 
tion  as  Himiniahipg  thoiraliie  of  its 
capital  stock,  then  the  estimate  of 
the  conmiissioners  will  be  eandu- 
9ke,  and  with  it  the  conrt  should 
not  interfere,  as  no  farther  deduc- 
tion of  its  valuation  can  be  legally 
made.    (Id,) 

8.  In  ascertaining  the  value  of  the 
capital  ttoek  of  a  corpoiution  for 
the  purposeof  tasoaikm^  the  com- 
miwlonerB  of  taxes  and  assess- 
ments, where  there  is  no  sworn 
evidence  before  them,  are  Justified 
in  ascertaining  such  value  from 
other  souroes,  as  they  do  in  valu- 
hig  real  estate.  CAiegffe  Sleamih^ 
Oo,  agt  Oofmn,  2krM,  Jol,  ante. 
815.) 

7.  In  addition  to  this  it  is  equally 
the  duty  of  the  comnUssiooers  to 
XMMisider  the  imdelMknsii  of  the 
corporation  as  reducing  the  actual 
value  of  the  stock,  and  form  their 
esthnate  on  that  basis.    (fiL) 


8.  hMpenonalprcpertii  belonging  to 
a  corporation  permanently  located 
cut  qf  thii  state  is  exempt  frmn 
taxation  here.  Such  prq;>erty, 
therefore,  is  not  to  be  valued  as 
part  of  the  capital  stock  of  the 
corporation.    (Id) 


TENANTS  IN  COMMON. 

1.  There  bdng  no  proc^  of  conver- 
sion, and  the  court  havinr  chanred 
the  Jurvthat  the  plahitiff,  if  they 
found  for  him,  was  entitled  to  in- 
terest firom  the  time  of  conversion, 
—HM,  Hiat  it  was  virtually  a 
charge  that  there  was  evidence  of 
conversion  and  error.  (Moore  agt 
Erie  BttUwaif  Cb.,  7  Lane.,  89.) 


TITLE. 

1.  Where  a  reUffious  corporation,  by 
means  of  subscriptions  &Ma  its 
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memben  printipally,  establish  a 
miflsion  school  and  diapel  hi  an- 
other loG^jbion,  and  purchase  pre- 
mises uid  erect  buUoings  thereon, 
and  continue  such  Sunday  school 
and  ministry  in  the  chapel  for  a 
number  of  vears,  and  the  persons 
who  statedly  worship  at  said 
chapel  become  numerous  and 
strong  enough  to  be  and  are  or- 
gan!^ into  a  separate  church 
corporation,  imder  another  title, 
with  the  Qinsent  of  the  original 
church,  the  new  corporation  does 
not  thereby  become  vested  with 
any  rights  in  the  premises  they 
occupy  to  the  exclusion  of  the 
original  church.  (Alexander  Pres- 
Iwterian  Church  agt  Preabyterian 
Oh.  earner  Fifth  Ave,^  ante,  312.) 

2.  Neither  can  the  original  church 
be  declared  a  trustee  of  such  pre- 
mises for  the  benefit  of  the  new 
corporation;  on  the  contrary,  the 
rights  and  ownership  of  the  former 
in  the  premises  are  unchanged, 
and  ihey  are  authorized  to  close 
up  such  Sunday  school  and  chapel 
whenever  they  think  proper,   (id.) 

See  Attorkbt. 

Ooodenough   agt  Speneer,  ante^ 
847. 

See  Sale. 

Parieen  agt.  Parieen^  atUe^  886. 

8.  In  an  action  brought  by  plaintiffs 
as  executors  to  compel  defendants 
to  complete  a  contract topurchase 
a  house  and  lot  of  plaintiffs,  execu- 
tors of  the  last  will  and  testament 
of  Thomas  Kerr,  deceased,  which 
plaintiffs  agreed  to  convey  under 
ihe  will,  supposing  in  good  faith 
that  they  had  such  power,  and  on 
the  coming  in  of  the  report  of  the 
referee  the  jud^ent  of  the  court 
was  that  the  plaintiffs  had  no  such 
power  under  the  will  to  convey. 
(McMulkin  agt  Bates,  ante,  405.) 

4.  Held,  that  the  defendant  cannot 
now  be  remunerated  for  the  im- 
provements made  by  him  upon 


the  premises.  He  should  have 
made  his  examination  of  the  plain- 
tiffs' power  and  of  the  testator's 
title  prior  to  such  outlay.    (Id.) 

5.  EiBld^  that  tJie  defendant  should 
be  alllowed,  however,  against  the 
sum  of  $180,  found  to  be  the  rental 
value  of  the  premises,  while  occu- 

?led  by  hii^,  the  taxes  for  1868, 
869  and  1870  paid  by  him.  The 
sum  also  of  $500  on  account  of  the 
purchase-money  and  the  interest 
paid  on  the  balance  of  the  several 
amoimts  of  the  purchaso-money. 
(Id.) 


TRADE-MARK. 

1.  It  is  imdoubtedly  well  settled  that 
the  name  of  the  place  where  an 
article  is  manufactured  and  the 
ijocrd  which  is  descriptive  of  the 
article  manufactured  may  be  used 
by  any  tradcasman  who  there  makes 
and  vends  the  articia  (Lea  agt. 
Wolf  ante,  157.) 

2.  But  where  the  plahiUffs  have  a 
well  known  trade-mark,  "Wor- 
cestershire Sauce,**  which  is  manu- 

.  factured  at  Worcestershire,  and 
has  been  for  thirty  years  past,  and 
the  defendants  manufactured  an^ 
article  at  another  place  which  they 
call  **  Worcestershire  Sauce,"  and 
the  imitation  in  colors,  size,  lan- 
euaffe  and  appearance  of  their 
hibels  and  wrappers  are  irresistible 
pnx>f  of  their  mtentionlo  deceive 
the  public  and  to  lead  purchasers 
to  suppose  that  the  defendants' 

Preparation  is  the  original  made 
y  plaintiffs,  the  defendants  should 
not  be  protected  in  their  fraudulent 
imitation  by  the  pretense  that  in 
the  words  employed  the  name  of 
a  place  and  the  word  descriptive 
of  the  article  only  are  used.    (Id.) 


TRIAL. 

1.  Where  the  appellate  court  has 
sent  a  case  back  for  the  trial  of  a 
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single  remaining  question,  which 
belongs  to  the  Jniy,  the  special 
term  will  order  the  cause  put  upon 
circuit  calendar,  notwithstanding 
otrjections  that  otlier  issues  are 
involved  and  unsettled.  ( Vo»e  agt 
Florida  BaOroad  Oa,,  ante,  424.) 

See  Joint  Dbbtobs. 

Saahn  agt  Dodge,  aiUe,  4ffl, 

2.  In  an  action  upon  a  contract  exe- 
cuted by  a  married  woman,  it  is 
not  necessaiy  to  allege  in  the  com- 
plaint that  ue  contract  was  exe- 
cuted in  her  business,  or  for  the 
benefit  of  her  separate  estate,  nor 
is  it  necessaiy  to  ask  judgment 
chaiging  her  separate  estate,  but 
the  complaint  may  be  framed  as 
if  defendant  was  a  feme  eoU;  and 
if  coverture  is  interposed  as  a  de- 
fense, testimony  proving  the  con- 
tract to  be  enforceable  against  a 
feme  eowri,  is  proper  in  reply. 
(Mer  agt  Staples,  51  If.  T  R, 

m.) 

8.  An  objection  to  a  joinder  of  a 
maker  and  a  guarantor  of  a  pro- 
missoiy  note,  as  parties  defendant, 
is  waived  by  an  omission  to  raise 
it  by  demurrer  or  answer,  and 
cannot  be  raised  upon  the  trial, 
and  a  several  judgment  may  be 
rendered  against  either.    {Id.) 

4.  Upon  a  cause  beine  moved  for 
trial  before  a  court  without  a  jury, 
defendant  objected  that  the  ques- 
tion was  one  of  &ct  and  that  he 
was  entitled  to  a  jury  trial.  The 
objection  was  overruled.  Held^  no 
error;  that  although  the  case  may 
have  been  one  entitling  defendant 
to  a  lury  trial,  yet  having  baaed 
his  oblection  upon  an  untenable 
ground,  he  must  be  confined  to  it. 
(MeKeon  agt  See,  51  N,  T,  B.,  800.) 

5.  At  the  close  of  the  testimony  de- 
fendant moved  for  a  nonsuit  upon 
the  ground  that  he  was  entitled  to 
a  jury  trial  by  article  1,  sec.  2  of 
the  state  constitution,  which  mo- 
tion was  overruled  3M,  no  er- 
ror; that  it  was  not  a  ground  for 


a  nonsuit,  and  Yt  was  then  too  late 
to  raise  tlie  objection.    (Id) 

6.  It  is  not  necessarf  that  the  record 
of  proceedings  of  a  court  of  Hindi- 
ed  jurisdiction  should  show 
affirmatively  and  on  its  tece  that 
the  court  had  jurisdiction.  Tlie 
facts  necessary  to  give  jurisdiction 
mav  be  shown  by  proof  aUunde; 
ana  where,  upon  the  introducdon 
of  the  record  in  evidence  upon  a 
trial  it  is  oblectdlK  to.  not  upon 
the  ground  that  jurisdiction  was 
not  established  by  proper  proof, 
but  upon  the  ground  tliat  the  pro- 
ceedings shown  by  the  record  are 
void,  me  objection  is  insufficient 
to  raise  the  question  of  jurisdic- 
tion upon  appeal.  {Van  Detteen 
agt  Sweet,  61  If.  T.  R,  878.) 

7.  Where  several  propositions  are 
contained  in  one  request  tochaige, 
unless  all  are  matenal  and  true  in 
law  and  in  fact,  the  court  does 
not  err  in  refusing  bo  com^  with 
the  request  {Pamer  agt  MoUand, 
51  If.T.R,  416.) 

8.  The  court,  in  an  action  for  the 
conversion  of  a  quantity  <^  wool, 
instructed  the  jury  to  allow  the 
highest  market  price  of  wool, 
from  the  time  of  demand  to  Uie 
time  of  trial,  with  interest  from 
the  time  of  demand.  Defendant 
excepted  to  the  charge  as  a  whole. 
BM,  that  the  portion  of  the  chaige 
allowing  the  highest  market  price 
was  proper,  andthe  exception  was, 
therefore,  too  broad  to  present  any 
question  as  to  the  residue.  {Oroat 
tLg^  OUe,  61  If.  F.  iJ.,481.) 


TRUSTEB8. 

1.  A  resident  aetinff  tmeiee,  his  co- 
trustee having  been  absent  abroad 
for  a  number  of  years,  may  receive 
payment  of  a  mortgage  and  sign 
and  acAmowIedse  a  satisfaetion- 
ptece  thereof .  And  a  mandamu* 
will  issue  requiring  the  register  to 
receive  and  file  the  satisfaction- 
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gece  and  disohafge  the  mortgi^. 
People  agt.  Sigel^  ante,  151.) 

S).  In  actions  for  i^eparUUon  of  real 
estate  the  right  of  the  plaintiff  to 
be  an  owner  should  be  clear  to 
warrant  the  court  to  take  the  cus- 
tody of  the  property  out  of  the 
pofisesuon  of  those  havrng  ah  ap- 
parently valid  title.  {PaOersan  agt 
MeOunn,  ante,  182.) 

3.  Where  the  esecutors  and  trustees 
ore  vested  with  that  ri^ht  under  a 
wHl,  while  the  claim  of  the  plain- 
tiff, as  an  heir-at-law,  is  doubtful 
ana  uncertain,  her  motion  for  an 
i70unction  cmd  receiver  pending  her 
aoticm  for  paartitioi  wUl  be  denied. 
(Id,) 

4»  WheK  application  is-made  insodi 
action  to  remove  the  trustees  on 
Uie  ground  of  hieompeteiioe  or 
improvidenee,  upon  afidavits 
founded  in  a  great  part  on  infor- 
mation and  belief,  which  are  une- 
quivocally denied  on  behalf  of  the 
trustees,  there  is  no  propriety  in 
granting  the  motion  on.  such  a 
state  of  the  testimonv,  nor  in  ^- 
ing  such  a  question  m  the  action 
on  confliiiting  affidavits.    (Id.) 


V. 


VSI!n)GR  AND  PUROHASEB. 

1.  Where  a  purchaser  and  vead^ 
enter  into  a  contract  for  the.  sale 
of  real  estate- Aeefrofiatinonm- 
braoee,  except  as  stated  in.  the 
contract,  and  the  purdiaaermakes 
a  payment  down  of  a  pcurt  of  the 
purchase-money,  the  remainder  to 
be  paid  and  acgusted  at  a  future 
d^  appointed,  when  the  deed  is 
to  be  delivered,  and  on  the  tender 
of  the  deed  by  the  vendor  on  the 
day  specified  tti^  pwobaaarobjeots 
to  aocepting  it  on'the  groMiid  of 
an  astoBsment  upenithet  property, 
b«k  saysiieiiaiwiUlDg  to  tasd  the 
deediWlMDi the  vendor  caii«give 
him  a  good  title^  and  on  the  next 
day  the  vendor,  having  paid  ofT 


the  assessment,  tenders  the  pur- 
chaser the  deed  tLgfdn  and  requests 
performance  of  the  contract,  which 
the  purchaser  refuses  on  the 
ffround  that  there  are  unexpired 
leases  on  the  property,  which  was 
known  to  the  purchaser  and  pro- 
vided for  in  the  contract,  this  last 
reftisal  of  the  purchaser  to  take 
the  title  puts  an  end  to  the  con- 
tract, and  he  cannot  recover  back 
his  payment  made  to  the  vendor. 
(Bige  agt.  McDonneU,  onto,  52.) 

2.  Where  a  seller  of  teal  estate  ten- 
ders a  deed  to  the  purchaser  and 
demands  payment  of  the  balance 
of  the  purchase-money,  in  pursu- 
ance of  the  terms  of  a  written 
contract  between  them»  the  refusal 
of  Uie  purchaser  to  accept  the 
deed  ana  pay  sudti  money  upon 
grounds  not  tenable,  puts  it  in  the 
];>ower  of  the  seller  to  put  an  end 
to  the  contract;  and  when  this  is 
done,  the  purchaser  can  neither 
enforce  specific  performance  of 
the  contract,  nor  recover  back  the 
portion  of  the  purchase-money 
which  he  has  paid.  (This  case  at 
general  term  is  reported,  ante,  page 
^    (Plage  agt  MeDonneiU,  ante. 

See'  Attobhet. 

OooderumghAgL  Spencer  ante,  847. 

8.  When  chattels  are  sold  and  deliv- 
ered conditionaUy,  the  vendor's 
right  to  the  property  remains  good 
as  against  the  vendee,  and  his  vol- 
untary ass^ee  and  others^  who 
purcnase  with  knowledge  of  the 

'  condition,  but  not  as  against  bona 
fide  puraiasers  trom  the  vendee. 
lW<»i^  agtr  €freen,  ante,  449.) 


VERDICT, 


1.  The  jud9&  who  tiiee  a  cause  is 
not  authorized  to  entertain  a  mo- 
tion made  upon  his  minutes  to  set 
aside  a  veraict  upon  the  ground 
that  it  was  contrary  to  the  instruc- 
tions of  the  court  (Tinson  ag;t 
F«flft,51-Zf.  r.-R,244.) 


I 

« 


MO 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTa 


Digest 


w. 

WAIVER 

1.  The  prohibition  of  the  oonstita- 
tion  of  the  state  against  compell- 
ing an  accuaed  person  to  be  a 
witness  against  himself  (Const, 
art  1,  g  6),  may  be  waived  by  him, 
and  is  waived  by  his  consenting  U> 
be  a  witntes  in  his  own  behalf  un- 
der the  act  of  1869,  in  relation  to 
eridence  in  criminal  prosecutions 
(chap.  678,  Laws  of  18691  and  he 
thereby  subjects  himseli  to  the 
same  rules  and  tests  applicable  to 
other  witnesses.  (C<mn&r$  agt 
ThaFoople^fiOIf.  t  B.,  240.) 


WTTNESa 

1.  A  party  may  be  examined  as  a 
witness  in  his  own  behalf  to  con- 
tradict a  witness  previously  called 
and  examined  by  nim,  where  such 
part^^s  testimony  is  not  necessarily 
an  impeachment  of  the  witness. 
(HOdreth  agt  ShspartL  65  Barb., 
265.) 

2.  Thus,  where  a  witness  has  testi- 
fied that  there  was  a  consideration 
for  certain  drafts  in  suit  the  party 
calling  him  may  be  allowed  to 
prove,  by  his  own  testimony,  that 
the  oraits  were  accommodiation 
paper.  The  testimony  is  admissi- 
ble to  show  that  the  witness  was 
mistaken  as  to  the  consideration. 
(Id.) 

8.  It  is  proper  to  show  that  a  witness 
has  made  a  statement  inconsistent 
and  irreconcilable  with  the  faeU 
to  which  he  has  tetUfied,  And  if 
he  denies  that  he  has  made  any 
such  statement,  then  to  show  that 
he  has.  And  it  is  immaterial 
whether  it  be  a  statement  of  &ct 
or  the  expression  of  an  opinion, 
if  it  be  adverse  to  his  testimony. 
(SeheU  agt  Plumb,  ante,  11.) 

4.  Where  the  date  of  a  trip  by  wit- 
ness to  a  oertahi  place  is  material, 
on  the  trial  of  a  civil  action,  it  is 


not  material  whether  the  witness, 
swearing  on  that  subject,  knew 
that  the  notel  where  he  staid  Vefi 
a  register.  Therefore,  althoQ|h 
he  swore  intenticmally  false  on  the 
trial  that  be  did  not  know  sndi 
hotel  kept  a  register,  yet  he  was  not 
'  {rofpeiiury(a008jRirA0r,516). 
agt  BsiriaU,  ante,  121.) 

5.  Where  a  witness  states  a  transac- 
tion occurred  on  a  given  date,  he 
has  no  right  to  confirm  or-  corrobo- 
rate his  evidence  by  showing  a 
paper  made  and  sigi^  by  him  at 
that  date.    (Id) 

6.  In  this  case  it  was  Me2,  that  a  wit- 
ness called  for  the  defense  on 
cross-examination  could  not  be 
asked  whether  he  had  not  made  a 
statement  out  of  court  inconsistent 
with  what  he  had  now  sworn  to  in 
court  ($ee  GO  New  Tork,  892/  aleo 
BeheUtigL  PJumb,ante,pA\),  {M.) 

7.  It  is  undoubtedly  ^e  rule  that 
when  a  witness  on  crtm-examnO' 
turn  testifies  to  a  eoQateral  matter, 
the  party  making  the  cross-exami- 
nation is  not  allowed  to  contradict 
that  testimony,  because  a  contraiy 
rule  would  1^  to  the  trial  of  nu- 
merous collateral  issues.  (New- 
henry  agt  Funmai,  ante,  189.) 


8.  But  this  rule  never  i4M>lies  to 
thnony  which  is  not  collateral  and 
which  is  material  to  the  issue. 
When  a  party  on  cross-examina- 
tion brings  out  evidence  material 
to  the  israe,  he  is  not  necessarily 
bound  by  it,  but  may  contradict  it 
by  other  tesitimony.    (Id) 

See  CoiofiasiON. 

Am,  Linen  Thread  Co.,  atnSe,  408. 


9.  Under  section  899  of  the  Code,  ^ 
amended  in  I860,  in  an  actioii 
wherein  a  husband  and  wife  were 
joined  as  parties  plaintifT,  the  hus- 
band was  a  proper  witness  on  be- 
half of  the  wtfe.  (BMeaU  agt 
Potterean,  61  N,  T.  A,  48.) 
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WBJT  OF  ERROR. 

Set  Criminal  Law. 

Iknt  agt.  PsopU,  ante,  264. 

1.  ▲  writ  of  error  from  tliis  court  to 
review  a  conyiction  and  lodgment 
in  a  criminal  fase  only  Drii^;8  np 
the  record  and  maUen  in  the 
nature  of  a  record,  together  with 
the  bill  of  exceptions,  if  any. 
settled  in  the  case.  Only  legal 
errors  appearing  in  the  record  or 
by  exceptions  taken  upon  the 
tnal  can  be  considerea.  This 
court  has  no  power  to  review  an 
irregularity  complained  of,  not 
appearing  by  the  record,  but 
occurring  out  of  court,  ana  pre- 
sented by  affidavits  attached  to  the 
record  and  contained  in  the  re- 
torn.  {€hffney  agt  The  People. 
50  Jf.  T,R,m.) 

2.  Its  Jurisdiction  is  not  extended  in 
this  respect  in  cases  coming  here 
on  writs  of  error  to  the  superior 
court  of  Buffalo,  by  the  provisions 


2. 


of  section  85  of  the  act  amending 
the  act  establishing  that  court  (§ 
85,  chap.  861,  Laws  of  1867.)  Bj 
the  terms  of  that  section  the  deci- 
sions of  the  general  term  of  that 
court  are  only  to  be  reviewed  here 
"in  the  same  cases  and  in  the 
same  manner  as  if  made  by  the 
supreme  court"    (Id,) 


WRIT  OF  PROHIBmON. 

Writ  of  prohibition  may  issue  out 
of  the  superior  court  of  the  city 
of  New  York  to  restrain  an  infe- 
rior court  {Matter  ef  IhwUng^ 
ante,  7.) 

The  convention  or  board  of  po- 
lice Justices  of  New  Torik,  oigan- 
ixed  under  the  act  of  1860,  in 
appointing  and  removing  clerks, 
does  not  act  as  a  court  to  be  re- 
strained, nor  their  proceedings 
reviewed  by  writ  of  prohibition. 
(JA,) 


INDEX. 


A- 

ADULTERY. 

PAOB. 

When  proof  insafflcient  to  grant 
a  divorce 846 

Effect  of  strikiDg  oat  without 
leave  given  to  serve  an  amend- 
ed answer 105 

APPEAL. 

Under  section  871  of  the  Code — 
effect  of  notice— costs,  &c...  289 

When  cannot  be  taken  from  an 
order  sustaining  exceptions  of 
fact  to  a  referee's  report  di- 
rectly from  special  to  general 
term  — Judgment  must  first  be 
entered 884 

From  an  order  denying  a  motion 
for  a  commission  to  take  testi- 
mony is  appealable 408 

ARREST. 

An  infant  cannot  be  discharged 
from  arrest  on  the  ground  of 
infancy 426 

Motion  to  vacate  order — when 
made  upon  original  affidavit, 
and  when  made  upon  moving 
affidavits 616 

ATTACHMENT. 

General  form  of  sheriff's  notice 
on  levying  on  intangible  pro- 
perty sufficient 429 


PA6S. 


Sheriff's  possession  of  property 
— approval  of  undertaking — 
justmcation  of  suretieB 528 


B. 

BROKERS. 

Real  estate  —  when  entitled  to 
commissions  on  sales  —  when 
verdictof  juiycondusive  ...  286 


C- 


CHATTEL  MORTGAGR 

Payable  in  installments  —  when 
ntle  rests  in  mortgagee  —  re- 
demption— rule  01  damages,  '289 

When  fraudulent  and  void  on  its 
face 457 

CIRCUIT  CALENDAR 

When  cause  will  be  ordered  upon 
it  to  try  an  issue  by  a  juiy. . .  424 

CITY  ORDINANCES. 

Power  to  pass  under  charter — 
penalty  as  to  loaded  vehicles 
instreets 165 

CLAIM  AND  DELIVERY. 

When  defendant  not  estonped 
by  undertaking  to  sheriff  from 
showing  the  amount  and  vdlue 
of  the  goods,  &c 419 
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CONTRACT. 

PAffB. 

To  purchase  tcmI  estate  —  when 
refusal  of  purchaser  to  take 
deed,  pats  an  end  to  it,  and 
prevents  him  from  recovering 
back  part  of  the  purchase 
money  paid  down 62 

For  grading  sUeet,  ^sc,  wlien 
ez^  compensation  cannot  be 
recovered  under  it lid 

F^r  a  sale  of  goods  subsequently 
to  arrive,  when  delivery  or 
offer  to  deliver  the  whole  ne- 
cessary   186 

For  fire-works  for  celebration 
purposes — when  authorized, 
and  liability  to  pay 218 

Upon  sale  of  real  estate — effect 
of  putting  an  end  to  eoatract 
byseDer 2d9 

Action  by  executors  to  compel 
the  completion  of  purchase 
of  real  estate  under  a  will  — 
want  of  power  under  the  will 
to  convey  —  improvements, 
costs,  &c 406 

When  to  be  construed  by  the 
laws  of  New  York  and  not  by 
those  of  Ohio 467 


COPY  CABB. 

Effect  of  not  serving  under  Rule 
50,  New  York  Common  Pleas,  465 


COSTS. 

In  equity  actions  are  in  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  court  orrefieree,     1 

In  actions  at  law,  and  are  equita- 
ble defense,  are  not  in  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  court  or  referee 
—  allowed  by  the  Code 94 

Wha&  vohmtary  appearance  of 
deflsndants  entities  plaintiff  to 
costs 114 


Under  an  offer  of  Judgment — 
section  885,  Code 297 

When  not  entitled  to  a  double 
bill  of  costs  on  two  appeals. .  888 

When  defendant  prevailing  par- 
ty, and  entitled  to  ooeto,  on 
appeal  to  county  court S25 

CRIMINAL  LAW. 

When  prisoner  reqolMd  to  make 
up  a  Judgment  record  to  pre- 
sent errors  on  the  trial 2f4 

CRIMINAL  TRLiL. 

For  peijury  —  relection  of  evi- 
dence—  materkli^  of  evi- 
denoe,  Ac 121 


DAMAGEa 

When  prospective  damages  al- 
lowed on  breach  of  contract 
to  support  a  person 11 

What  may  be  allowed  in  an  ac- 
tion for  willfully  taking  and 
detaining  personal  property . .    42 

Resulting  ihmi  repudiation  of  a 
contract — what  basis  the  refe- 
ree should  adopt 368 

DEMURRER 

To  complaint  cannot  be  stricken 
out  as  sham 206 

DEPARTMENT  OP  DOCKS,  N.Y. 

Their  want  of  power  over  ships, 
piers  and  wharves— to  per- 
mit erection  of  incumbrances 
thereon 281 

DISCHARGE   OF    MORTGAGE. 

By  an  acting  trustee,  in  absence 
ofaco-truBtee  — power,  &c..  151 
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DISCOVERY  OF  BOOKS  AND 
PAPERa 

Fona  of  order  for —  Code,  and 
not  Rok  16,  to  gorem 168 


DIVORCE  AND  ALIMONY. 

Jurisdiction  of  superior  court, 
New  York,  in— effect  <d  de- 
cree for  alimony  made  subse- 
quent to  judgment  of  divorce 
— on  foot  of  decree — security 
of  alimony  when  ordered. . . .  143 


K 

EQUITABLE  ACTION. 

When  proper  to  obtain  posses- 
sion of  a  deed  for  property  in 
Ireland 427 

EQUITABLE  RELIEF. 

In  cases  of  penalties  and  for- 
fettures 269 

ERROR 

In  rejection  of  relevant  testi- 
mony, when  not  allowed  to 
reverse  the  Judgment 40 

EVIDENCE. 

Contradictory  on  the  trial  — 
when  appellate  court  will  not 
disturb  verdict  of  jury 97 

Incompetency — admissibility— 
error 510 

EXECUTION. 

From  New  York  superior  court 
—  issued  against  me  person  to 
another  county,  when  irregu- 
lar  496 


F. 


FORGERY.     • 

PAOB. 

Bank-check— mutual  mistake^ — 
inequitable  for  one  party  to 
detainit 374 

FRAUDULENT  TRANSFER  OF 
PROPERTY. 

A  misdemeanor,  under  the 
statute — its  effect  as  between 
attorney  and  client,  &c 847 

FRAUDULENT  REPRESENTA- 
TIONS. 

Alleged,  to  induce  subscriptions 
and  to  deceive  the  public— 
allegations  of  fnrad  and  deceit 
not  sustained ; . . .  855 


I- 


INJUNCTION  AND  RECEIVER. 

In  action  for  partition  against 
executors  under  a  will — when 
wiU  be  denied 182 

INSURANCE. 

When  action  to  reform  policy 
will  be  denied  —  when  court 
of  appeals  will  review  ftu^ts. .  498 

INTEREST. 

On  tender  of  amount  of  pledge 
to  redeem,  when  not  recovera- 
ble     97 


J. 


JOINT  STOCK  OWNERS. 

Appilntment  of  managers  — lia- 
Dility  among  themselves  and 
the  managers* ...•.  459 


iH 
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JUDGMENT. 


PAoa. 


When  cancellation  of  will  be  set 
aside  for  frandolentlj  obtain- 
ing it 487 

JURISDICTION. 

Of  supreme  ootirt  and  United 
States  court,  in  attachment 
proceedings  here  against  a  for- 
eign national  insolvent  bank 
—  injunction  and  receiver  ...    71 


Of  an  action  by  an  assignee  in 
bankruptcy,  brought  in  a  state 
court,  to  recover  property,  &c., 


L- 


LANDLORD  AND  TENANT. 

Breaches  of  covenant  in  lease  — 
remedy  at  law  —  action  in 
equity  to  restrain  public  nui- 
sance —  liability  of  municipal 
corporation 889 

LIEN. 

Action  to  enforce  —  parties — 
effect  in  bankruptcy  —  action 
of  United  States  courts 355 


MALICIOUS  PROSECUTION. 

Oood  faith  in  bringing  action  — 
new  trial  granted 88 

MANDAMUa 

When  allowed  against  auditor 
and  comptroller  of  New  York 
to  comp^  them  to  audit  and 
pay  for  services 267 

When  allowed  against  comp- 
troller, auditor,  ^^,  New 
York  city 802,  808 


When  remedy  by  mandamus  de- 
nied for  want  of  appropriation,  867 

MORTGAGE  SALE. 

To  set  aside  on  the  ground  of 
fraud — demurrer  to  complaint 
—  tender 417 

When  sale  on  Judgment  foreclo- 
sure win  not  be  set  aside  — 
laches  —  statute  limitations..  441 

MOTION. 

To  open  Judgment  taken  by  de- 
fault for  Sregulaiitv  and  foi 
leave  to  defend — when  made 
too  late 487 


N. 

NEGLIGENCE. 

In  fklling  through  a  trap-dooi 
in  a  tenement  house — when 
landlord  not  liable  for  injuries,  161 

Question  of  on  both  sides,  when 
should  be  submitted  to  Uie 
Jury 518 


P. 

PARTNERSHIP. 

The  liabilities,  rights  and  reme- 
dies of  a  survi^g  partner — 
parties,  &C. 284 

PAROL  CONTRACT. 

When  a  1ustice*s  finding  upon 
conflicting  evidence,  as  to  its 
terms,  conclusive  on  appeal. .  358 

PARTITION. 

Service  of  process  on  unknown 
owners  —  application  of  Code 
and  Revised  Statutes 305 
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PIERa 

PAAB. 

lu  ihe  ci^  of  New  York — con- 
trol by  commissioners  of  docks 
and  by  harbor  masters 24 


PLEADINGS. 

Notice  to  file  —  when  costs  al- 
lowed     50 

PROMISSORY  NOTE. 

What  instrmnent  constitutes  it — 
n^otiability  —  liability  to  pay 
in  gold — collateral  security. .  411 

PUBLIC  OFFICES. 

When  two  offices  held  by  one 
person  not  incompatible  — 
salaries  allowed 160 


RAILROADS. 

Action  to  restrain  from  payment 
of  rent  —  proper  parties  ~ 
Jurisdiction 198 

Manner  of  making  estimates  of 
value,  for  purposes  of  assess- 
ment and  taxation '  227 

REDEMPTION. 

Of  leasehold  premises,  after  dis- 
possession in  summary  pro- 
ceedings   210 

Of  land  on  execution,  b^  the 
judgment  debtor — sufficiency 
of  sheriff 's  receipt,  &c 246 

REFEREE. 

Where  he  finds  from  the  evi- 
dence there  are  no  such  causes 
of  action  as  stated  in  com- 
plaint —  court  of  appeals  will 
not  disturb  such  finding— 
motion  to  amend  complaint 
denied 107 


RELIGIOUS  CORPORATIONS. 

FAOB. 

Theu*  rights  and  liabilities,  where 
they  establish  a  branch  Sun- 
day school  and  chapel 812 


S. 


SALE. 

Of  real  estate  — defective  tiUe— 
reimbursement  of  purchase- 
money 8b5 

SALE  OF  CHATTELS. 

Conditionally,  rights  .of  vendor 
and dcmajldtf  purchasers..   ..  440 

SETTLEMENT. 

Of  a  clahn  by  plaintiff^s  agent 
when  binding  on  plaintiff. ...  107 

SHERIFFS  FEES. 

Not  entitled  to  any  other  fees 
than  those  expressly  aUowed 
by  statute  —  items  stated  ....  481 


SPECIAL  TERM. 

Power  of  Judge  to  order  a  waiver 
of  a  material  issue,  as  a  condi- 
tion of  opening  a  default ....  470 


SPECIAL  TERMS. 

Of  supreme  court — jurisdiction 
ahd  power  in  any  part  of  the 
state 158 


SPECIFIC  PERFORMANCE  OF 
CONTRACT. 

When  reftised  as  between  attor- 
ney and  client 462 


/ 
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TAXES  AND  ASSESSMBin'S. 


PAftB. 


Of  the  capital  stock  of  a  rnatl 
steamahip  oompan  j— mode  of 
ascertammg,  ac 


816 


TRADE-MARE. 


What  may  be  med  as  each — 
when  protection  will  be  grant- 
ed agraat  infringement 10^ 

TRIAL. 

Of  questiona  of  fact— appeal 
for  a  new  trial — admimUlity 


w. 

WRIT  OP  PROHIBITION. 

FAOB. 

May  issue  by  New  Toik  sope- 
rior  court — board  of  pouce 
Justices  when  not  to  be  re- 
strained      7 

WITNBSa 

When  it  may  be  ahown  that  he 
has  made  statements  oat  of 
court  inconsistent  with  his  tes- 
timony     11 

Effect  of  bringing  out  testimoinr 
on  cross-eYamlnatton  of  col- 


of  evidence 6001     lateral  and  material  matter. . .  188 


^*. of.cf.  a 


ERRATA. 


In  the  case  of  McMuUdn  agt  Bate$  {atUe^  page  406)*  ^1^  name  of  "  Geo. 
8.  Stitt,  attcrrwy  fcT  ^^ahUiffi^^'*  should  stand  at  the  commencement  of  his 
points  on  page  405,  instead  of  at  the  dose  on  page  408.  Also  the  second 
opinion  of  Judge  Bradt,  on  page  409,  game  case,  should  have  had  the 
date  '^Kovemher  Ist,  1878,**  inserted  before  its  commencement 

In  the  case  of  Dumnbwry  et  al.  agt  Lehmnier  et  al  (ante  page  ll7)y  the 
caption  should  be  **  Supreme  Ck>urt,"  instead  of  "N.  Y.  Superior  Court.*- 
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